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ABSTRACT
This dissertation uses the development of Fredericks­
burg, Virginia from the middle of the eighteenth century to 
1810 to study urbanization in the South, and tests the use­
fulness of the staple thesis in explaining the process. The 
staple theory predicts that if a region exports profitable, 
bulky staples requiring considerable processing, capital and 
labor will be attracted and urbanization stimulated. Con­
versely, if an area produces staples requiring little pro­
cessing, or if the volume of exports is small, capital and 
skilled labor will leave the area, and the economy will 
stagnate.
Fredericksburg began as a tobacco town which grew 
slowly until about 1750 when the opening of new foreign 
markets for American corn and wheat launched it into a period 
of growth and prosperity. As grain moved through Fredericks­
burg to world markets, skilled workers moved to town to 
service the trade. The needs of this new population were met 
by other craftsmen who established consumer industries. By 
the Revolution the local economy had diversified and prominent 
citizens anticipated additional growth and development.
The Revolution itself stimulated manufacturing in 
Fredericksburg. Located on the main road between the northern 
and southern states and on another road between Tidewater and 
the Piedmont, the town was a major supply point for American 
troops. A small arms manufactory and iron works were bene­
ficiaries of the wartime market.
After the Revolution wheat exporting continued to 
attract capital and labor until about 18 00. Shoe manu­
facturers, soap and candle makers, bottlers, rope makers, 
and others served the consumer needs of the local population. 
By the early years of the new century, however, the economy 
stagnated. Other areas more advantageously located to the 
best grain producing areas drained off Fredericksburg's 
skilled labor. Apprentices found few opportunities in town, 
so joined a large floating population at the bottom of the 
economic scale moving from place to place. The number of 
poor and the cost of maintaining them increased.
Town leaders elected from among the elite took active 
steps to combat problems caused by growth and stagnation,
By 1810 Fredericksburg had begun to accept public responsi­
bility for solving urban problems of police and fire protec­
tion, crime and poverty rather than relying on volunteerism.
Before the War of 1812 Fredericksburg, like Richmond, 
Alexandria, and Hampton, had become a regional economic pol­
itical and cultural center within a developing American 
national economy.
xi
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN REVOLUTIONARY VIRGINIA 
FREDERICKSBURG, 17 50-1810
CHAPTER I
FREDERICKSBURG AND THE URBAN SOUTH
Although explored and described by Captain John Smith 
at the beginning of the seventeenth century, the area around 
the falls of the Rappahannock River in Virginia had only 
limited importance for Europeans for nearly another century. 
In May 1671 Sir William Berkeley granted Thomas Royston and 
John Buckner 2,000 acres of land which included the site of 
the present town of Fredericksburg. Shortly afterward, 
Royston and Buckner had established themselves with about 40 
settlers near the falls.^ In 1676 the Virginia House of
Burgesses established a fort there, garrisoned by about 100
2
men. For the remainder of the seventeenth century, however, 
the area remained sparsely settled, its prosperity deriving 
from a brisk trade with the Indians.^ In 1714, fearing 
French and Indian attacks from the west, and attracted by 
deposits of iron ore, Alexander Spotswood planted a colony of
^Oscar H. Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg and Neigh­
borhood in Perspective (New York: Twayne Publishers, 1957), 
57; John T. Goolrick, Historic Fredericksburg: The Story 
of an Old Town (Richmond; Whittet and Shepperson, 192?) p.17,
2
Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p,57; Goolrick, 
Historic Fredericksburg, p.18.
3
Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, pp.50-51.
2.
German Swiss miners at Germanna on the Rapidan River near 
its confluence with the Rappahannock.* Seven years later 
the Virginia assembly erected Spotsylvania County to secure 
further the northern parts of the colony. To encourage 
settlement in the new county, the assembly appropriated 
funds to build a church, courthouse, and pillory and stocks, 
and also provided money for arms and ammunition. As a 
further inducement, settlers were relieved of paying public 
levies for ten years. Reinforcing incentives provided by 
the colonial legislature, the Privy Council in England 
granted settlers a ten-year exemption from quitrents in 
1723.5
As settlers moved into the Piedmont during the 
eighteenth century and began to send produce down river, the 
colony of Virginia established warehouses at the falls of 
the major rivers. Two of these on the Rappahannock became 
the nucleii of towns, Falmouth and Fredericksburg. Seeing 
the potential for successful land speculation, John Royston 
and Robert Buckner, decendants of the earlier grantees, laid 
out Fredericksburg in 1721. Six years later, citing the 
"great numbers of people" who had already settled above the
^Richard L. Morton, Colonial Virginia, 2 vols. (Chapel 
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1960), II, 445.
5Ibid., II, 477.
falls and annually sent down river "great quantities of 
tobacco and other commodities,"6 the Virginia assembly 
passed legislation to officially establish the towns of 
Fredericksburg and Falmouth. Under the terms of the act of 
incorporation, six trustees were appointed to acquire fifty 
acres from Royston and Buckner to be laid off in half-acre 
lots. As lots sold, the original owners, Royston and Buckner, 
were to receive 4 0s. per acre. The trustees were granted 
the power to supervise surveying, sell lots and settle 
boundary disputes, and were required to establish sites for 
a church, church yard, market place, and a public quay and 
landings, at which they were authorized to build wharves and 
cranes for public use. Purchasers of lots were given two 
years to build a structure twenty feet square on their 
property.^
At first, Fredericksburg grew more slowly than Falmouth. 
In 17 20 Falmouth's trade surpassed Fredericksburg's in 
volume.8 In 1732, William Byrd noted that despite
6Ibid., II, 558-559.
7John W. Reps, Tidewater Towns; City Planning in Colonial 
Virginia and Maryland (Charlottesville: University Press of 
Virginia for Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, 1972), p.198?
Chester W. Bain, "A Body Incorporate1' The Evolution of City- 
County Separation in Virginia (Charlottesville; University 
Press of Virginia, 1967), pp.9-10. The original six trustees 
of Fredericksburg were John Robinson, Henry Willis, John 
Taliaferro, Henry Beverly, John Waller, and Jeremiah Crowder. 
Goolrick, Historic Fredericksburg, p.20,
8Goolrick, Historic Fredericksburg, p.20.
Fredericksburg's natural advantages
the inhabitants are very few. Besides Colonel Willis, 
who is the top man of the place, there are only one 
merchant, a tailor, a smith, and an ordinary keeper; 
though I must not forget Mrs. Levistone, who acts 
here in the double capacity of a doctress and coffee 
woman. And were this a populous city, she is qualified 
to exercize two other callings . . .  .9
But Byrd also recognized the advantages that eventually 
stimulated Fredericksburg's growth. These included the 
availability of good building material, and the fact that 
"sloops may came up and lie close to the wharf, within 
thirty yards of the public warehouses . . . ."I® Signs of 
Fredericksburg's increasing importance were apparent even 
in the year that Byrd visited. The seat of justice was 
moved there from Germanna, and St. George's Parish was 
created there.H In 1738, the assembly authorized semi­
annual fairs in t o w n ,  12 an<j it subsequently extended the 
town's borders in 1742, 1759, 1762, and 1769.13 The 
development that insured Fredericksburg's trade supremacy 
over its upriver rival was the establishment of a ferry in
^William Byrd, "A Progress to the Mines in the Year 1732, 
in The Prose Works of William Byrd of Westover; Narratives of 
a Colonial Virginian^ ed. by Louis B. Wright (Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1966), p.368.
IQlbid., pp.367-368.
UGoolrick, Historic Fredericksburg, p.21.
l^ibid.; Sylvanus J. Quinn, The History of the City of 
Fredericksburg, Virginia (Richmond: Hermitage Press, 1908), 
p.44.
l^Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p.113.
1748. After that, up country goods could easily cross the 
Rappahannock. Since the falls in the river denied ocean­
going vessels access to Falmouth, Fredericksburg quickly 
replaced Falmouth as the principal market for back country 
p r o d u c e . B y  the time the Rev. Andrew Burnaby visited the 
town in 17 59, Fredericksburg had become "by far the most 
flourishing [town] in these parts.” Falmouth, a town of 
eighteen to twenty houses, he described as "a small 
mercantile town . . . whose inhabitants are endeavoring to 
rival the Fredericksburghers in their trade."15
Originating as a Piedmont tobacco town in the eighteenth 
century, Fredericksburg showed signs of developing a 
diversified economy capable of supporting sustained growth 
by the time of the Revolution. However, before the town 
was able to transform itself into a manufacturing center 
producing goods for a domestic market, stagnation overtook it, 
and growth slowed. This truncated economic development 
parallels that of the upper south in the early nineteenth 
century, making Fredericksburg an ideal case to study to 
gain insight into the problem of urbanization in the colonial
^Goolrick, Historic Fredericksburg, p.20.
15Andrew Burnaby, Travels through the Middle Settlements
in North America (2nd edition; Ithaca: Cornell Paperbacks, 
Cornell University Press, 1968), p.31.
south. A case study of Fredericksburg is also useful in 
testing the staple theory of economic growth, with which 
a number of recent historians have sought to explain why 
southern urban development proceeded as it did.
Staple theory is an outgrowth of H. A. Innis' work in
1 g
Canadian economic history. Innis held that the geography
of North America caused the first European settlers to
concentrate on producing staples for export to more highly
17industrialized nations. He observed that subsequent
economic development in a region depended in large measure
on the nature of the staple which was exported. The cod
fishery, for example, required a supply of skilled workmen
to build, maintain, and man the vessels used in the trade,
additional workers to process the product, and a flexible
supply of capital to finance the operations. "Expansion
on the sea,” he concluded about New England,
facilitated development on the land, with an exploita­
tion of forests and increase in agriculture. An 
increasing population which accompanied an expanding 
fishery, industry, and trade meant increased demands 
for manufactured products from England.I8
Geographers have since argued that Innis' hypotheses
can be generalized into a theory of economic growth. "The
16H. A. Innis, The Fur Trade in Canada: An Introduction 
to Canadian Economic History (Toronto, 1930; 2nd edition, 
I$56). H. A. Innis, The Cod Fisheries; The History of an 
International Economy (Toronto, 1940; 2nd edition, 1954).
l^Innis, Cod Fisheries, p.ix.
18Ibid., pp.133-134.
8.
Staple Model" as explained by one exponent, "is essentially
a theory of regional growth within the framework of an
19international economy." Economic development is "a 
process of diversification around an export base."2® Staple 
theorists assume that exports are the leading sector of an 
economy. The opportunity to profit from staple production 
attracts labor, capital, and entrepreneurial talent from 
regions where these factors can be employed less profitably.
The nature of the staple determines population characteristics, 
which define markets and set patterns of entrepreneurial 
activity.2  ^ A highly profitable staple requiring a 
sophisticated system of transportation and processing is 
likely to require highly skilled, and possibly better paid.
■ ^ G o r d o n  w. Bertram, "Economic Growth in Canadian 
Industry, 1870-1915: The Staple Model and Take Off Hypothesis," 
Canadian Journal of Economics and Political Science, 29 (1963),
20Melvllle H. Watkins, "A Staple Theory of Economic 
Growth," Canadian Journal of Economics and Political Science,
29 (1963) ," 144'.
2^Watkins, "Staple Theory," 144-149; Robert E. Baldwin, 
"Patterns of Development in Newly Settled Regions," The 
Manchester School of Economic and Social Studies, 24 (1956), 
161-179. Richard E. Caves refines the theoriesof migrating 
factors of production in "Export-Led Growth and the New 
Economic History," Trade, Balance of Payments and Growth:
Papers in International Economics in Honor of Charles P. 
Kindleberger, ed. by J. N. Bhagwati, et al. (Amsterdam,1971); 
and " 'Vent for Surplus' Models of Trade and Growth," Trade, 
Growth, and the Balance of Payments: Essays in Honor oT 
Gottfried Haberler, ed. by Robert E. Baldwin, et ai, (Chicago, 
1965) .
workmen. The workmen provide a market for additional goods 
and services, which, along with the market created by the 
requirements of the staple for support facilities, creates 
new investment opportunities for entrepreneurs. Consequently, 
the economy diversifies more quickly than it would in a region 
where the staple requires little or no specialized handling 
or processing.
Depending on the staple, and the skills required to 
produce, transport, process, and market it, the export sector 
will have spread effects, influencing the domestic economy 
and society. Three linkages are importa it in predicting the 
nature and extent of a staple's spread effects. Backward 
linkage is a measure of the inducement to invest in the 
production, collection, and transportation of the staple 
itself. Forward linkage is a measure of the inducement to 
invest in industries using the staple as a raw material.
Final demand linkage is a measure of the inducement to invest 
in domestic industries producing consumer goods for people 
working in the export sector. Building transportation 
networks is an example of backward linkage with powerful 
spread effects. The need to build roads, canals, vessels, or 
vehicles to more efficiently collect and market the staple 
provides investment and employment opportunities directly 
related to the staple. Forward linkage can be limited by 
the characteristic of the staple, or by political consider­
ations. If a staple does not need processing en route, or 
if trade restrictions curtail the market for manufactured
10.
goods, forward linkage can be reduced. Final demand linkage 
is determined by the size of the domestic market. If the 
size of the labor force required in the export sector is 
small, or if there are large differentials of wealth in a 
region, with many people living at subsistence level, final 
demand linkage will be small, restraining econcomic diver­
sification and related urban development.22
If any linkages are to be great, two other factors are 
crucial. These are a favorable international environment, 
and a pool of entrepreneurial talent. In short, there must 
be sufficient markets to make staple sales profitable enough 
to allow reinvestment, and there must be leadership to 
perceive and exploit the markets.2  ^ if commerce is organized 
so that decisions about a trade are made in the region 
where the staple is produced rather than elsewhere, the 
growth of a group of domestic entrepreneurs is encouraged.
The location of decision making in a region, and the resultant 
tendency to reinvest profits from trade in the area has been 
called the "entrepreneurial headquarters effect,"2  ^ and is
22Watkins, "Staple Theory," 145; Douglass C. North, The 
Economic Growth of the United States, 1790-1860 (Englewood
Cliffs, N.J., 1961), pW.
2^Watkins, "Staple Theory," 146-149; Jacob Price, 
"Economic Functions and Growth of American Port Towns in the 
Eighteenth Century," Perspectives in American History, 8 
(1974), 173.
2^Price, "Economic Functions," 169-170.
11.
a factor which provides major impetus to urban development.
As the result of many years of careful analysis
historians know a great deal about urbanization in the
colonial north and about its relationship to commerce. A
number of studies have suggested that in the twenty years
before the American Revolution the northern colonies were
25becoming increasingly self-sufficient. Merchant practices
grew more sophisticated as native merchants specialized, and
some merchant-entrepreneurs led the way to greater economic
diversification. In Boston by the 17 60's, merchants who had
benefitted from government supply contracts in colonial wars
began to act as wholesalers to country traders. Some, like
Thomas Hancock, found it a short step to deposit banking.^®
When Hancock's nephew, John, took over the business in 1764,
he attempted to integrate the whale oil industry and enter 
27manufacturing. New York merchants also specialized before
the Revolution. Unlike general merchants elsewhere, New
o £
£JJack P. Greene, for example, contrasts growing Amer­
ican self-sufficiency with increasing British reliance on the 
colonies in "An Uneasy Connection: An Analysis of the Pre­
conditions of the American Revolution," in Essays on the 
American Revolution, ed* by Stephen G. Kurtz and James H. 
Hutson (New York: W.W. Norton & Co, for the Institute of 
Early American History and Culture, 1973), pp, 32-80.
W.T, Baxter, The House of Hancock, Business in 
Boston, 1724-1775 (Cambridge, Mass.; Harvard University Press, 
1945; reprinted by Russell & Russell, Inc., 1965), pp,204-208,
27Baxter, House of Hancock, pp. 240-246.
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Yorkers concentrated on either import or export trades, 
creating a market for bills of exchange which spawned the
O  Q
growth of banking functions. The Brown's activities in 
Rhode Island further illustrate colonial diversification.
By the Revolution the Browns "had come to think primarily 
in terms of manufacture. Their commerce was increasingly 
conditioned by the needs of the candle and iron business."29 
The family's trade was designed to procure raw materials for 
their manufactured goods and bills of exchange to pay their 
workers. Their iron became a major form of remittance to 
Great Britain.
Until recently historians had not paid such careful 
attention to the role of merchants in the colonial South in 
promoting urbanization and diversification. Most histories 
either ignored the importance of towns and merchants, con­
cerned themselves only with major ports, or were written by
28philip L. White, The Beekmans of New York in Politics 
and Commerce, 1647-1877 (New York: The New York Historical 
Society, 1956), pp.543-547.
29James B. Hedges, The Brown's of Providence Plantations. 
Vol. 1: The Colonial Years (Cambridge, Mass,; Harvard Univer- 
sity Press, 1952; reprinted by Brown University Press, 1968), 
p.154.
20Hedges, The Browns of Providence, I, 154.
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31local authors principally to boost community pride. The 
best of these works recognized that major southern ports 
were part of distributive systems that included smaller 
population centers^ and that there was often evidence of 
cosmopolitanism even in the smaller places.33 However, the 
intent of the works was not to examine the changes in the 
economy and society which occurred over time in the smaller 
places. Consequently, they shed little light on the 
development of urban networks in the South, or on diversi­
fication in the southern economy.
In the last several years the emphasis of historians 
has changed, and many have sought to understand better the 
process of southern town development. With the emergence 
of this new interest in southern towns the staple model has 
been discovered as a useful interpretive tool. The model, 
with its emphasis on migrating factors of production, and 
interrelationships between regional and international
3^See, for example, Leila Sellers, Charleston Bus­
iness on the Eve of the American Revolution (Chapel Hill; 
University of North Carolina Press, 1934); Thomas J . 
Wertenbaker, Norfolk; Historic Southern Port (Durham, N.C., 
1931); Edward M. Riley, "The Development ofYorktown, 
Virginia, 1691-1781" (Ph.D. dissertation. University of 
Southern California, 1942), Examples of booster histories 
are Alvin T. Embrey, History of Fredericksburg, Virginia 
(Richmond: Old Dominion Press, 1937); Goolrick, Historic 
Fredericksburg? Quinn, History.
32Sellers, Charleston.
33Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg.
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economics, is especially useful in explaining the process of
southern urbanization as a complex interaction of economic,
geographic, and demographic factors.
One of the things which led to a reexamination of
southern urbanization was the realization that in addition
to tobacco, cereal grain constituted another major southern
export staple. The historian L. C. Gray observed in the
1930's that Virginia and Maryland exported significant
amounts of wheat in the late colonial period3  ^ and that the
disturbed tobacco marketing system after the Revolution
further stimulated wheat production.35 In Tidewater
Virginia, Gray continued, Indian corn gradually replaced
wheat as an export crop in the early national period.36
Arthur Pierce Middleton followed Gray's conclusions in the
early 1950's. He noted that the growth of the wheat trade
to southern Europe after 1740, and shortages in the English
crop, allowed Americans to capture a part of the wheat 
37market. Grain profits, in turn, stimulated a boom m
3^Lewis Cecil Gray, History of Agriculture in the 
Southern United States to T86Q, 2 vols. (Washingtons Carnegie 
Institution of Washington, 1933) , I, 164, 172.
35Ibid., II, 607.
36Ibid., II, 816.
3^Arthur Pierce Middleton, Tobacco Coast; A Maritime
History of the Chesapeake Bay in the Colonial Era (Newport 
News: The Mariner's Museum, 1953), p.195.
Chesapeake shipbuilding for the West Indies trade in the
1 flfifty years before the Revolution. In the 1960's Gaspare 
John Saladino and David Klingaman examined the Chesapeake 
grain trade and some of its implications in more detail. 
Saladino showed that after 1740, expansion into the Piedmont 
coincided with a variety of factors which created a regular 
market for Virginia and Maryland wheat in southern Europe.
In addition, a growing population and poor harvests in 
England gave American producers an occasional supplementary 
market t h e r e . The wheat trade, Saladino concluded, was 
directly responsible for the growth of towns like Alexandria 
and Baltimore.40 Furthermore, he contended, by 1772 
Virginia merchants found it easier to get funds with bills 
drawn on wheat than bills on tobacco. Wheat credits allowed 
payment of colonial debts and consequently reduced 
dependence on England.4  ^ Klingaman agreed with Saladino 
that grain, not tobacco, was the booming sector of the 
economy in the upper South in the second and third quarters
^Middleton, Tobacco Coast, p.239.
^Gaspare John Saladino, "The Maryland and Virginia 
Wheat Trade from its Beginnings to the American Revolution" 
(M.A. thesis, University of Wisconsin, 1960).
40Saladino, "Wheat Trade," pp.75-76.
41Ibid., pp.101-102, 109, 111,
16.
of the eighteenth century. He also called attention to the 
importance of Indian corn to the southern grain trade. 
Virginia, he showed, was not far behind New York as a wheat 
exporter, and was the leading colonial corn exporter, with 
average annual exports from 1768 to 1772 nearly quadruple 
the combined New York and Pennsylvania total.42
While illustrating the growing importance of grain 
exports to the eighteenth-century Chesapeake economy, none 
of the historians cited was directly concerned with what a 
growing grain trade implied for town development. Other 
historians have been more specific about this issue. Edward 
C. Papenfuse found that after 1763, a group of retail- 
oriented merchants in Annapolis, Maryland, were able to 
accumulate sufficient capital to challenge successfully 
London control of the city's tobacco trade by the eve of 
the Revolution.43 While Annapolis enjoyed a "short, but 
illustrious, period when local merchants throughout the 
Chesapeake were given the opportunity to assert their
42David Klingaman, "The Significance of Grain in the 
Development of the Tobacco Colonies," Journal of Economic 
History, 29 (1969), 268-270, 274, 277. Marc Egnal also 
discusses the importance of wheat and corn to increased per 
capita income in the upper South in the third quarter of the 
eighteenth century in "The Economic Development of the 
Thirteen Continental Colonies, 172Q-1775," William and Mary 
Quarterly, 3rd Ser,, 32 (1975), 212-213,
43Edward C. Papenfuse, In Pursuit of Profit: The 
Annapolis Merchants in the Era of the American Revolution, 
1763-1805 (Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University Press, 1975), 
pp. 1, 33-34, 43.
independence from British capital,"44 and witnessed some town 
growth, Papenfuse concluded that a decline in the demand for 
American tobacco after the Revolution, and a tendency in the 
Chesapeake to diversify agriculture by producing wheat, 
stifled the city's growth. Commerce became concentrated 
instead in Baltimore, whose growth is usually attributed to 
grain exporting, but which was also able to capture the 
quality tobacco trade.46 Carville Earle has also demon­
strated tobacco to have been a weak leader of urbanization. 
Prosperity in the tobacco trade between 1710 and 1740, he 
observed, caused some clustering of people in towns like 
London Town in Anne Arundel County, Maryland.46 However, 
because tobacco required relatively little processing en 
route, London Town failed to attract specialists other than 
merchants. After 1740, as planters sought to insulate 
themselves from the cycles of boom and bust in the tobacco 
economy by making plantations more self-sufficient, the 
need for town services actually declined, and with it,
London Town's population.47
44Papenfuse, In Pursuit of Profit, p. 223.
45Ibid., pp. 215-223.
46Carville V. Earle, The Evolution of a Tidewater 
Settlement System: All Hallow's Parish, Maryland, 1650-1783 
(Chicago University of Chicago Department of Geography^ Hr/S),
p. 62,
47Ibid., pp. 91-92.
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Chestertown, on Maryland's Eastern Shore, developed 
quite differently from London Town. Paul G. E. Clemens has 
used staple theory to explain how this came about. On the 
Eastern Shore, the fluctuations typical of the tobacco trade 
forced planters to diversify agriculture fairly early. By 
1740 the production of grain was well established under the 
control of a native merchant-planter group. These men 
gradually forced the withdrawal of Liverpool tobacco 
merchants from Chestertown and tightened their own control 
over the credit structure.48 As the center of the area's 
grain trade, Chestertown attracted a large community of 
artisans and professional people. The town prospered and 
grew, its merchants handling manufactured goods from Rhode 
Island and England, as well as West Indian goods.49 London 
Town, dependent on tobacco, languished in the middle 
eighteenth century. In contrast, Chestertown, dependent on 
grain, prospered. According to Clemens "the self-assurance 
and the affluence of the native merchant-planter class and 
the flow of income from grain which did not pass through 
English hands altered the dependence of prerevolutionary 
Chesapeake society on Great Britain."50
48Paul G. E. Clemens, "From Tobacco to Grain: Economic 
Development on Maryland's Eastern Shore, 1660-1750" (Ph. D. 
dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1974), pp. 30, 133, 
141-143.
49Ibid., pp. 111-112.
50Ibid., p. 160.
In two recent articles, one by Jacob M, Price, and the 
other by Carville Earle and Ronald Hoffman, the authors have 
attempted to identify a set of characteristics common to 
prosperous eighteenth century American towns. In each case, 
the conclusions bear close resemblence to the hypotheses 
geographers have reached in formulating the staple model. 
Price argues that three preconditions are necessary for the 
growth of a port town. There must be an appropriate volume 
of export trade, the town must have an advantageous 
geographical position, and, most important, it must be the 
locus of entrepreneurial decision-making in a trade. The 
last, essential if a trade is to spawn a population of 
sailors, artisans, specialist brokers, and manufactueres to 
promote growth, was missing in the Chesapeake tobacco trade. 
Instead, difficult marketing decisions were made in England 
or Scotland, and the tax-rebate system encouraged the 
decision-making centers to remain there. Furthermore, 
competition to fill tobacco ships in the Chesapeake brought 
American and European tobacco prices so close that profit 
margins were slim. Price holds that except in special 
instances these factors prevented the growth of a merchant 
class, and therefore of towns, in much of the Chesapeake. 
Exceptions to the rule were towns like Norfolk and 
Baltimore which specialized in the West Indian or wheat 
trades. These towns benefitted from the fact that the
20.
"entrepreneurial headquarters effect" was present in the
, . 51grain trades.
Earle and Hoffman were concerned primarily with the
physical character of southern export staples, their
relative profitability, and the impact of those factors on 
52urbanization. Arguing against the traditional interpre­
tation that the physical geography of the South, such as 
the presence of wide, navigable rivers, doomed large urban 
places, they contended that
staple flows and their linkage effects were the 
principal determinants of urban development in 
the eighteenth-century South. There, elaborate 
urban systems emerged when expansionary markets 
fostered increased staple flows and where the 
commodities were sufficiently bulky, weighty, 
and perishable to require forward linkages in 
the transport, manufacturing, and service
sectors.53
In the eighteenth-century South three distinct urban systems 
emerged based on the exports typical of various parts of the
Price, "Economic Functions," 130, 163-172. Price's 
conclusions parallel those of Watkins, "Staple Theory," and 
Baldwin, "Patterns of Development," who also argue that 
entrepreneurial talent to locate in a region are precondi­
tions to growth. Watkins also points out some of the in­
fluences of tariffs and other taxation in determining 
potential for growth. See pp. 6-8 above.
52Carville Earle and Ronald Hoffman, "Staple Crops 
and Urban Development in the Eighteenth-Century South," Per­
spectives in American History, 10 (1976), 11,
^ Ibid. , 62. Earle and Hoffman's use of the term 
"forward linkage" differs from Watkins. By forward linkage 
they mean simply any impact on economic activity caused by 
movement of staples from production sites to consumption 
sites outside the region. It thus corresponds most closely 
with Watkins concept of "backward linkage." See Earle and 
Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 8, n.l, and above, p. 7,
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region. Each of the staples
precipitated distinctive commodity flows and pro­
cessing demands which# in turn, stimulated or 
retarded a host of urban functions including staple 
packaging and processing, allied industrial procedures, 
transportation services, and the provisioning and 
repair activities associated with freight shipment.54
Urbanization, according to Earle and Hoffman, flourished
in grain-producing regions. There a pattern of sizable ports
supplied by a network of interior urban places contrasted
with the small, independent shipping points of tobacco-
producing regions, and the large port without a significant
hinterland typical of rice-producing regions.5  ^ Wheat and
corn stimulated town growth both because of their bulk, and
because of their profitability. An identical piece of land
would produce six times the volume of grain as tobacco.
This meant that more merchants, wagon trips, and storage
space were required to service the produce of a wheat-
producing area than a similarly sized tobacco-producing area.
Furthermore, before it could be shipped, wheat often required
further processing by milling into flour and possibly by
baking bread. A particular amount of wheat required much
greater shipping tonnage than an equivalent amount of
tobacco. Because of marketing practices in grain markets
like the West Indies, the larger tonnage of shipping in the
grain trade was made up of many small vessels rather than a
54Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 11,
55Ibid., 7.
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few very large ones as in the tobacco trade.''6 Simply to 
move the grain from producer to consumer required many more 
people and services than moving tobacco. To service the 
people involved in moving the staple, still others were 
necessary. Inns and ordinaries catered to the waggoners, 
distilleries supplied the inns. Smiths, saddlers, wheel­
wrights, and tanners serviced the demand for vehicles and 
parts. The tanners eventually supplied raw material for 
shoe and boot makers who supplied the domestic market.67 
Wheat and corn thus created the demand for a variety of 
services which tended to cluster in towns.
Grain production stimulated town growth in another 
way as well. Because grain farmers reaped a better profit 
from their crop, as a rule they had more disposable income 
to spend on urban goods and services than tobacco farmers.
Thus they created a demand for consumer goods, as well as 
the amenities of urban places.6®
While grain in general stimulated growth, the develop­
ment of individual towns depended on their location within a 
region, and on marketing decisions related to the staple 
export. Consequently, to achieve sustained growth and
56Ibid., 34-36.
57Ibid., 56-57.
58Ibid., 36-39.
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diversification, a town had to be out of the economic reach 
of a competing urban area, and it had to participate in the 
most expansive markets. Thus Baltimore, farther removed 
from Philadelphia grew more than Chestertown, located in 
Philadelphia's commercial orbit. Norfolk, specializing in 
the West Indian grain trade, found that its growth slowed 
in the early nineteenth century, while Baltimore, prosecuting
C Q
the European wheat trade, continued to grow more rapidly.
Although most recent historians, then, in attempting 
to understand southern urbanization have adopted the staple 
thesis as a useful interpretive model, two who at first seem 
to be outside the mainstream are Joseph Ernst and H. Roy 
Merrens. In a much criticized article, Ernst and Merrens 
took earlier historians to task for concentrating too much 
on urban size and form rather than function as indicators 
of significance. They contended that "urban form and 
urban function often diverged" in the South, and the way 
to approach the important economic issues which lay at the 
heart of understanding southern history was by studying
59Ibid., 44-49.
60Joseph A. Ernst and H, Roy Merrens, "Camden's 
Turrets Pierce the Skies!: The Urban Process in the Southern 
Colonies During the Eighteenth Century," William and Mary 
Quarterly, 3rd, Ser,, 30 (1973), 555, For criticisms of 
Ernst and Merrens, see Hermann Wellenreuther, "Urbanization 
in the Colonial South: A Critique," William and Mary Quarter- 
l^, 3rd, Ser., 31 (1974), 668-669,
fi 1urban places functionally.  ^ While the authors may have 
been right in calling attention to the need to identify 
the functions that southern towns fulfilled, their own 
evidence about Camden, South Carolina, suggests that size 
and form followed functional elaboration in the town. They 
point out that by the 1760's wheat growing had expanded 
rapidly in the region around Camden, and that the town 
"was becoming increasingly significant as a milling center 
and collection point for South Carolina w h e a t . T h e  wheat 
and flour trades were the keys to the diversification of 
the local economy, and the role of Camden as a light manu­
facturing and governmental center soon followed.®3 Their 
evidence about Camden thus indicates that Ernst and Merrens 
independently arrived at conclusions very close to those of 
the staple theorists.
How well does the staple theory apply to Fredericksburg? 
Between the middle of the eighteenth century and the 
beginning of the nineteenth, Fredericksburg's commercial 
hinterland became increasingly dependent upon grain and 
relatively less dependent upon tobacco. If the hypotheses of 
the staple theory are useful in explaining urban develop­
ment, and if grain was, indeed, a staple with considerable
^Ernst and Merrens, "Camden's Turrets," 555-560, 574. 
62Ibid., 561-562.
63Ibid., 562.
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economic spread effects, one would expect Fredericksburg, as 
the Rappahannock's marketing center, to have grown and to 
yield examples of the three linkages between the export 
staple and the domestic economy. The town did grow in the 
late eighteenth century and then stopped in the early 
nineteenth. Both its earlier growth and its economic stag­
nation just before the War of 1812 can be explained by the 
staple theory.
The shift to grain production in the Rappahannock 
area had begun before the Revolution. The war gave new 
impetus to tobacco exports, but with the collapse of the 
tobacco market in the 1790's, Fredericksburg entrepreneurs 
invested more and more in grain production, and transportation 
networks to collect it. Rapidly increasing grain production 
shortly after the Revolution attests to the existence of 
backward linkages. Farmers invested in on-site cooperages 
and kilns to dry grain. Merchants assisted in collecting 
the produce by providing free ferry service in 1789 and 
encouraging turnpike and bridge construction as well as 
public wharf facilities in town. After the Revolution, a 
plaster of Paris mill in Fredericksburg provided plaster to 
farmers who used it to promote growth of legumes. The 
presence of the mill encouraged crop rotation and higher 
yields and created a stimulus for the local consumer market. 
Other manufacturing enterprises which developed in 
Fredericksburg to serve grain farmers produced wheat ferns,
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sifters, and bolting cloths.
Forward linkages were also evident. A brewery in 
operation even before the Revolution consumed some local 
grain. It was later supplemented by a distillery. Increased 
farm production supported a large number of mills, many of 
which were financed by export merchants in the town. Other 
agricultural products also encouraged town manufacturing.
Back country hemp, for example, became the raw material for 
two Fredericksburg rope walks. Even tobacco had minor spread 
effects, and several stemming factories appeared in town 
after the Revolution.
Many of those who invested in backward and forward 
linkage businesses also had interests in the domestic con­
sumer market, providing examples of final demand linkage. 
Charles Yates, who profited from the pre-Revolutionary 
tobacco trade and later entered the grain trade and milling 
business, was also an early promoter of a local textile 
industry. Mill sites originally for grinding grain were 
later fitted with fulling and carding machinery. A host of 
other businesses emerged to provide goods and services for 
the domestic market. Bottlers located in town to serve the 
brewers and distillers. Ice houses did a brisk business.
Soap and candle manufactories catered to other local needs, 
and silversmiths, watch makers, furniture makers, and book 
binders offered more luxurious goods. Boot and shoe makers 
seem to have operated some of the larger manufacturing
27.
enterprises. Local businessmen, often the ones who backed 
transportation schemes, helped found banks to supply 
financial services to other businesses.
Initially the spread effects of the export sector were 
substantial. However, despite the promise of the wide 
variety of businesses which developed in Fredericksburg as 
the grain trade prospered, the town never successfully 
completed the transformation from commercial to manufacturing 
center. Although observers noted some growth of manufacturing 
in the area in the 1830's, as late as 1860 there were only 
four factories in town, the largest of which employed 50
h a n d s . 64
In the early nineteenth century as tobacco planting 
shifted farther south, and better wheat-producing land was 
opened in the West, Fredericksburg's export trade and 
nascent manufacturing system were undermined. Both labor 
and capital were attracted to places other than the 
Rappahannock region. The population of Fredericksburg's 
hinterland reached its highest level for the ante-bellum 
period early in the nineteenth c e n t u r y , an{j the town's
^Thomas F. Armstrong,"Urban Vision in Virginia; A 
Co/nparative Study of Ante-Bellum Fredericksburg, Lynchburg, 
and Staunton," (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Virginia, 
1975), pp. 105, 108.
6 5 i b i d . ,  pp. 66, 313.
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population growth lagged behind the national average for
some time before that. Tobacco culture in the region was
already in decline by 1800, Although the spread effects
associated with tobacco were slight, even the boost that
the stemmeries offered to manufacturing in Fredericksburg
fi fidisappeared with declining tobacco planting. The grain- 
exporting sector of the town's economy showed an absolute 
decline after 1816, From wheat and flour inspections of 
about 50,000 barrels annually just before the War of 1812, 
Fredericksburg and Falmouth inspections rose to 160,000 
barrels annually in 1816 before beginning a decline to 
early nineteenth century levels by the 184 0's.®^
The principal cause of Fredericksburg's stagnation 
was its geographic location. Other regions were more 
attractive for investment mainly because they were located 
more advantageously to the best wheat producing lands. One 
of the areas in the Chesapeake which first established 
itself in the grain trade was Maryland's eastern shore.
That region's dependence on grain dates to the 1730's, and 
it was soon afterward that Philadelphia merchants began to
66Joseph C, Robert, The Tobacco Kingdom: Plantation, 
Market, and Factory in Virginia and North Carolina, 18 00- 
1860 (Durham, N.C,; Duke University Press^ 1938; republished 
Gloucester, Mass.; Peter Smith, 1965), p, 181
67See below, chapter IV; Armstrong, "Urban Vision,"
p, 110.
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gain control of the commerce,68 Philadelphia itself had
become a grain port in the late seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries, tapping its immediate hinterland for
6 9
produce to export to New England. As settlement pushed
west between the 174 0's and 17 60's, western Maryland, the
Shenandoah Valley, and the Susquehanna River basin all
became commercial grain producing regions. In the 1740's,
Baltimore turned its location to good advantage by capturing
the commerce of western M a r y l a n d , while in the 1750's and
60's a combination of its location near the mouth of the
Susquehanna, and poor roads in Pennsylvania gave it control
of the granary of southern and central Pennsylvania.71 When
the Shenandoah Valley became firmly established as a wheat-
producing region in the 1760's, Alexandria at the falls of
72the Potomac was the logical market for its produce. While
68Clemens, "Tobacco to Grain," pp. 111-112, 133, 141- 
143; Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 31-32; Ronald L. 
Hoffman, A Spirit of Dissention: Economics, Politics, and 
the Revolution in Maryland {Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Univer- 
sity Press, 1973), pp. 61-66.
fk 9° Thomas M. Preisser, "Eighteenth Century Alexandria, 
Virginia, Before the Revolution, 1749-1776," (Ph.D. disser­
tation, College of William and Mary, 1977), pp. 116-118.
70Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 49,
71Ibid., 49? Constance McLaughlin Greene, American 
Cities in the Growth of the Nation, Harper Colophon Books 
(New York; Harper & Row, 1965), p. 14; Saladino, "Wheat 
Trade," pp.
72Preisser, "Eighteenth Century Alexandria," pp. 
128-129, 137-140; Freeman H. Hart, The Valley of Virginia 
in the American Revolution, 17 63-17^9 (Chapel Hill: Univer­
sity of North Carolina Press, 1942) , pp. 150-152.
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other towns were able to gather exports from large, fertile
production areas, Fredericksburg was not able to develop
the necessary transportation network to capture a large
73part of the commercial potential beyond the mountains.
Not only was Fredericksburg at a disadvantage in 
collecting goods, it was at a geographical disadvantage in 
marketing them. Baltimore and Alexandria prospered because 
of their participation in the wheat trade to southern Europe. 
Before the Revolution, Fredericksburg and Norfolk were more 
consistently involved in the Indian corn trade. The corn 
market was most likely to be in the West Indies, seldom in 
southern Europe.74 In the volatile West Indian market, 
Norfolk in particular had the advantage of being closer than 
her northern rivals. However, this advantage disappeared 
in the southern European market. The northern cities, 
closer to the sources of wheat supply, were therefore able 
to capture that trade, which proved to be by far the more 
profitable since wheat prices rose much more than corn 
prices after 1760.7^
A second major cause for Fredericksburg's stagnation
73Armstrong, "Urban Vision," pp, 67-85,
74Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 42-46, Preisser, 
"Eighteenth Century Alexandria," pp. 151-152; Egnal,
"Economic Development," 213,
75Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 42-44; Egnal, 
"Economic Development," 213.
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before it completed the transformation from commercial to 
manufacturing center was the weak consumer market occasioned 
by the long persistence of tobacco culture even after grain 
became a major factor in the town's economy. There was a 
large free black and slave population in Fredericksburg, 
poor and restricted from full participation in the market­
place. The large number of poor and proscribed inhabitants 
in the town limited the demand for the services of artisans 
and manufacturers. The town reached the limit of its 
ability to support skilled craftsmen sooner than it might 
have had the region been populated by wheat farmers using 
wage labor.76
Grain production was, on the whole, far more profitable
than tobacco production by the end of the eighteenth cen- 
77tury. Two factors account for the continued presence of 
tobacco production by slave labor in the Fredericksburg vic­
inity. The first was the alteration in marketing techniques 
for tobacco in the mid-eighteenth century. The development 
of the Scottish store system in the Chesapeake intensified 
competition among British tobacco buyers and bid up the
76Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 39.
77Ibid,, 36-39, 68-74,
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local price of tobacco between 174 5 and 1760.78 Since 
prices for tobacco rose in this period, tobacco remained 
competitive with grain in areas where slave maintenance 
costs were low.78 The second factor was that in areas such 
as Fredericksburg which were also capable of producing 
grain slave labor could be used to increase plantation 
revenues by producing corn as well as tobacco.88 This was 
especially important, since at the same time tobacco prices 
were rising, a lucrative market for American corn developed 
in the West Indies.8-'- Planters were thus able to benefit 
both from higher tobacco revenues and by supplementing 
income in a new market with little capital outlay. While 
the short term effects for planter income were salutary, the 
practice encouraged the prolongation of the slave-based 
economy and its weaker consumer market that ultimately limited 
Fredericksburg's development.
78Egnal, "Economic Development," 211-212. On the rise 
of the Scottish store system see Calvin Coulter, "The Virginia 
Merchant," (Ph.D. dissertation, Princeton University, 1944); 
Robert Polk Thomson, "The Merchant in Virginia, 1700-1775," 
(Ph.D. dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1955); Jacob M. 
Price, "The Rise of Glasgow in the Chesapeake Tobacco Trade, 
1707-1775," William and Mary Quarterly, 3rd Ser., 11 (1954), 
179-199; D.A. Farnie, "The Commercial Empire of the Atlantic," 
Economic History Review, 2nd Ser,, 15 (1962-63), 2Q5-218; M.L. 
Robertson, "Scottish Commerce and the American War of 
Independence," Ibid., 9 (1956-57), 123-131,
79Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 38-39.
80Ibid.
81Ibid., 40-41; Egnal, "Economic Development," 208.
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The geographical and market advantages of more north­
ern cities, especially Baltimore, meant that they become 
magnets for both capital and labor. In a ten year period, 
Baltimore went from a town half the size of Philadelphia, 
to become a major commercial threat to the Pennsylvania 
metropolis. It became a brewing, milling, and distilling 
center, as well as a major port and shipbuilding center. 
Banking became an important activity. The number of artisans
rose rapidly to provide the services needed by Baltimore
82shippers and the town's burgeoning population. Fredericks­
burg, in contrast, entered a period in which capital and 
labor migrated out of the town, making it increasingly 
difficult for it to compete successfully against cities to 
the north. As the nineteenth century progressed, the number 
of identifiable artisans in Fredericksburg declined. Few 
people apprenticed in Fredericksburg stayed there to practice 
their trade as journeymen or master craftsmen. As they left 
to find greater opportunity elsewhere, they were replaced by 
a poorer, less skilled labor force. This further undermined 
the local consumer economy.
Capital also left town. People in Fredericksburg with 
money to invest often chose to put it into manufacturing 
enterprises in Petersburg or Richmond, or into the Bank of
82Greene, American Cities, pp, 12-14; Earle and 
Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 48-51; Charles G, Steffen, "Changes 
in the Organization of Artisan Production in Baltimore, 17 90 
to 1820," William and Mary Quarterly, 3rd. Ser., 36 (1979), 
103, 111.
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Alexandria. This, and the sale of mills to Baltimore 
investors, deprived Fredericksburg of the entrepreneurial 
headquarters effect, and the accompanying reinvestment of 
business profits.
The loss of capital meant that any efforts on the part 
of Fredericksburg's citizens to promote transportation net­
works to expand markets were chronically undercapitalized. 
Plans to dredge the Rappahannock River in 179 3 and 1806 to 
allow large vessels better access to the town's wharves failed 
when only one-half of the necessary capital was pledged.88 
A plan to canalize the river was initiated in 1809. In 
constant financial trouble, the canal was not completed until 
1849. It went bankrupt three years later because the trade 
of the region it tapped was already flowing to Alexandria, 
Winchester, and Richmond.8  ^ a  similar fate met the Swift 
Run Gap Turnpike. Although the road to the west was completed 
shortly after the War of 1812, it was not able to compete 
successfully with the Little River Turnpike linking 
Alexandria and the Shenandoah Valley, or later with the
Q  C
railroads linking the Valley to commercial rivals.
The pattern of Fredericksburg's urban development 
before the War of 1812 is similar to that of other Virginia
88Armstrong, "Urban Vision," pp. 67-68.
8^ibid., pp. 69-85.
85Ibid.
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towns. Like Fredericksburg, Alexandria and Richmond grew 
substantially in the last half of the eighteenth century 
because of their participation in the grain trade. Those 
cities, too, found that by the War of 1812, growth had 
slowed, that their sources of commercial capital were 
increasingly centered in northern cities, and that they 
lacked funds for internal improvements to expand their 
trade regions.
Alexandria emerged as a major grain port in the mid- 
1760's following the settlement of the Shenandoah Valley 
by migrants from Pennsylvania. The town's market was the 
southern European countries, and the demand for vessels to 
transport produce from the town generated a thriving 
shipbuilding i n d u s t r y . 86 Little manufacturing of any sort 
developed in Alexandria, however. A major cause of the 
failure of manufacturing to develop was that the 
entrepreneurial headquarters for the town's commerce was 
located outside of the area.87 Even before the Revolution 
major Alexandria merchant firms like Jenifer and Hooe, 
although engaged in the grain trade, simply acted as agents 
for Philadelphia or Baltimore firms such as Willing and
86Preisser, "Eighteenth Century Alexandria," pp. 103, 
114, 125-128, 151-152.
87Ibid., pp. 100-102.
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Morris. The local merchants took a commission, while the 
more northerly firms accepted the risk and reaped most of 
the profit.®® In the long run this limited Alexandria's 
supply of investment capital. After the Revolution, as new 
wheat producing regions opened up west of the Appalachian 
Mountains, Alexandria merchants were not able to complete 
successfully the Potomac Canal to tap the new area. This 
outcome limited the town to processing and shipping the 
produce of the immediate vicinity and caused the town to 
stagnate early in the nineteenth century.®®
Richmond, like Fredericksburg and Alexandria, owed its 
early existence to the tobacco trade. As was the case with 
its neighbors to the north, the town experienced new growth 
with the development of the commercial grain trade in the 
1760's. That growth was further aided by the establishment 
of the state capitol in Richmond and the completion of the 
James River Canal in 1789, which helped the town draw the 
trade of the interior. Richmond's commercial aspirations 
were further assisted, at least briefly, by the destruction 
of Norfolk during the Revolution.®® However, with the
®®Ibid., pp. 148-150.
®®Ibid., pp. 312-313.
®°Marianne Patricia Buroff Sheldon, "Richmond, Virginia: 
The Town and Henrico County to 1820" (Ph.D. dissertation, 
University of Michigan, 1975), pp. 222, 228, 234-235.
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exception of a few brief periods during the Revolution and 
the War of 1812, Richmond, too, failed to develop into a 
manufacturing center. When British capital left the 
commercial scene in town, it was quickly replaced by New 
York, Boston, and Philadelphia capital. Back country 
trade was increasingly controlled by northern citizens.
Local merchants, frustrated by their inability to control 
the trade of the city's hinterland, and unable to fund roads 
which might help, blamed their failures on the lack of 
banking capital and called for state capitalization of 
projects to allow them to compete with Philadelphia 
merchants. Despite the founding of the Bank of Virginia in 
1804, and the Farmers Bank of Virginia in 1812, a variety of 
cotton manufactories and other consumer industries founded 
during the War of 1812 collapsed once normal trade relations 
resumed after the war. It was not until the 1830's that
Q  "I
substantial industrialization occurred in Richmond.
Hampton was still another Virginia town that developed 
a diverse economy supporting a large population in the mid­
eighteenth century. But it, too, experienced loss of 
population after the Revolution as inhabitants moved to 
Norfolk or other centers of foreign trade. Following the 
same pattern as the towns mentioned above, Hampton began to
91Ibid., pp. 236-244, 250-254, 258-266, 271, 274, 339- 
342, 367.
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look to northern cities, like Philadelphia, or larger 
neighbors like Norfolk, for credit,®2
Alexandria and Richmond both had advantages which 
allowed them to grow larger than Fredericksburg. However, 
the differences among the fall like towns were quantitative 
rather than qualitative. Because of their locations, both 
Alexandria and Richmond drew produce from a larger area 
than did Fredericksburg. Each found it easier to attract 
the commerce of the Shenandoah V a l l e y , ancj the higher 
volume of produce exports passing through them required the 
services of more people than that of Fredericksburg, In 
addition, Richmond's more southern location allowed its 
continued participation in the tobacco manufacturing 
business.®4 Although the spread effects of tobacco manu­
facturing were not as great as those of wheat processing 
because tobacco manufacturing employed almost entirely 
slave labor, the industry was a source of profits and 
reinvestment money that was unavailable to Fredericksburg.
As the market for manufactured tobacco expanded in the 
middle of the nineteenth century, the industry became a
®2Sarah S. Hughes, "Elizabeth City County, Virginia, 
1782-1810: The Economic and Social Structure of a Tidewater 
County in the Early National Years" (Ph.D, dissertation, 
College of William and Mary, 1975), pp. 27, 89-90, 486-487.
®^Armstrong, "urban Vision," p. 85.
®4Sheldon, "Richmond," pp. 341-343,
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major factor in Richmond's growth.^ Richmond had the added
advantage of being the site of the state capitol. This
distinction encouraged the settlement of businessmen in
somewhat the same way as the location of the capitol in
Williamsburg had enhanced that city's economic importance
in the eighteenth century.^
Differences in location influenced rates of growth in
the fall line towns, but the towns shared characteristics
which limited their development with respect to the ports
through which Virginia produce entered the Atlantic market.
As the nineteenth century progressed the upriver towns
became less and less attractive to ocean-going vessels.
Alexandria was too close to the more easily accessible port
of Baltimore. Richmond failed to complete a canal from the
97city to navigable parts of the James River. Fredericksburg 
was plagued by silt in the river . As a result of these 
problems, the towns became transshipment points. They 
collected produce from the back country for transfer to the 
major port cities. It was the latter which became the
95Robert S. Starobin, Industrial Slavery in the Old 
South (New York: Oxford University Press, 1970), pp. 15-16.
^Sheldon, "Richmond," pp. 234, 244. James H. Soltow, 
The Economic Role of Williamsburg, Williamsburg Research 
Studies (Williamsburg: Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, 1965) 
discusses the importance of Williamsburg as a money market and 
business center.
®7Sheldon, "Richmond," pp. 261, 302.
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entrepreneurial headquarters for the trade and experienced 
the greatest growth and diversification.
Baltimore and Norfolk shared the twin advantages of 
easy access to the sea and location near extensive pro­
ducing regions. Baltimore took in the produce of western 
Maryland and southern Pennsylvania. Norfolk gathered the 
diversified production of the Dismal Swamp, southside 
Virginia, and the Albermarle region of North Carolina. As 
will be shown in chapter IV, Norfolk also became the 
collection point for the produce of the Rappahannock region 
in the early nineteenth century.®8 Because farmers profited 
most by transporting wheat rather than first converting it 
to flour, and since merchants in the ports preferred to 
maintain the option of shipping wheat, or flour, or bread, 
depending on the foreign demand, milling and baking tended 
to center in the port cities to a greater extent than in 
the producing regions. This was particularly true of 
Baltimore, and to a lesser degree, of Norfolk.®® As a 
result, decision-making was a function of the ocean ports, 
and they drew to themselves the largest number of artisans, 
service industries, and financial institutions.
If Fredericksburg never fulfilled the potential as a 
manufacturing center that some of its prominent citizens at 
the beginning of the nineteenth century envisioned, like
®8Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 43-44, 48-50. 
"ibid., 44, 30.
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other Virginia fall line towns of the period, it did 
function as a collection and distribution center for back 
country trade and as a processing center en route to larger 
ports. It also manufactured disposable goods like soap and 
candles for a limited domestic market. By the end of the 
first decade of the nineteenth century it was incorporated 
into the framework of a southern urban network, which was 
part of a national American economy.
Fredericksburg was a better-defined, more sophisticated 
town serving urban functions in the early national period 
than it had been in the colonial. Its 1782 charter 
recognized that the town had become an entity distinct from 
the agricultural area surrounding it, with problems and 
needs peculiar to an urban setting. The charter granted the 
town authority to deal with those problems separately from 
Spotsylvania County. The following chapters will show how 
Fredericksburg evolved in the late eighteenth and early 
nineteenth centuries in response to the changing fortunes of 
the export sector of its economy. Chapter II discusses the 
changes in emphasis in the tobacco and grain trades in the 
second half of the eighteenth century, and the early evidence 
of forward linkages in the town's economy, Chapter III 
examines the temporary stimulus to final demand linkage pro­
vided by the American Revolution and the opportunities local 
merchants had to raise capital. Chapter IV shows
Fredericksburg's attempts after the Revolution to promote 
its economic development and its ultimate failure to 
generate permanent final demand linkages. Chapter V shows 
how population growth, the composition of the work force, 
and rates of migration to and from the town were reflections 
of the health of the export sector. Finally, Chapter VI 
discusses the town's political system, and shows how the 
town's leadership used its chartered authority to respond 
to problems of urbanization and economic change by 
establishing municipal services.
CHAPTER II
"A CONSIDERABLE TOWN OF TRADE 
FURNISHING THE COUNTRY AROUND"
One of the things that had first caught the eye of 
German traveller John Lederer when he visited the site of 
present-day Fredericksburg in 1670 was the area’s grain 
production. He observed that the Indians "plant abundant 
grain, reap three crops in a summer, and . . . their granary 
suppl[ies] all adjacent parts."! The region's suitability 
for grain production became a fundamental factor in its later 
economic development. As changes in the Atlantic economy 
after 1750 increased the demand for grain, the town's 
prosperity became less dependent upon tobacco. Merchants 
could enter the new markets on their own accounts with a 
smaller capital investment than was required to enter the 
tobacco trade and the high prices for grain allowed planters 
a greater profit than did tobacco. These factors reduced 
the importance in the Fredericksburg economy of tobacco 
merchants oriented toward Great Britain, By the 1770's, a 
group of grain merchants had emerged, some native Virginians,
■^Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p. 56.
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and some recruited from the ranks of English and Scottish 
factors, who began to diversify further by investing their 
profits in grain processing and in manufacturing for the 
consumer market.
In the early decades of the eighteenth century tobacco 
culture promoted the initial development of the Piedmont. 
Between 17 2 5 and 1775 Piedmont planters had an advantage over 
those in Tidewater. Fresh land there produced better quality 
leaf which yielded a higher price than tobacco grown down­
stream on the same river. William Cuninghame and others of 
the great Scottish tobacco merchants who moved into the 
Virginia trade in the eighteenth century established stores 
at Petersburg, Richmond, Fredericksburg, and Falmouth, 
through which the region's products reached Great Britain
y
on the way to the French tobacco market. The Scottish 
stores served small planters in the Piedmont both by 
collecting tobacco for export and by providing merchandise 
to the back country. In the process, they stimulated 
regional growth by bidding up the price planters received
2
Jacob M. Price, France and the Chesapeake; A History 
of the French Tobacco Monopoly, 1674-1791, and of its 
Relationship to the British and American Tobacco Traces, 2 
vols. (Ann Arbor: University o£ Michigan Press, 1973), I,
666.
^Thomson, "The Merchant in Virginia," pp. 182-184; J.
H. Soltow, "Scottish Merchants in Virginia, 1750-1775," 
Economic History Review, 2nd Ser., 12 (1959-60), 84-85.
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for their tobacco and by supplying credit,, Jacob Price goes 
so far as to say that Glasgow credit financed the Piedmont 
frontier.4
The system of stores also defined the local trade 
region under Fredericksburg's influence, Fredericksburg 
merchants collected products from and provided goods to an 
area which fanned out to the west and south of the town.
The debt claims of American loyalists give valuable informa­
tion about where Fredericksburg merchants did business 
locally before the Revolution. Summaries of claims often 
list the county in which a debtor lived when a debt was 
contracted in addition to the names of creditors and 
debtors, and the amount of the debt. The majority of debts 
owed merchants headquartered in Fredericksburg were contracted 
by people living in Spotsylvania, Culpeper, and Orange 
counties. Although some of the debtors lived in Albermarle, 
Louisa, Caroline, and several other counties, competition 
from Richmond limited Fredericksburg's influence to the 
south, while trade from areas farther north entered the 
market place through the Potomac.
Farmers in the region served by Fredericksburg had a
4Jacob M. Price, "The Rise of Glasgow," 190, 197.
choice of crops since their land was suitable for both 
tobacco and grain. Because of the opportunity for a second 
crop, the relative importance of Rappahannock tobacco to the 
Virginia economy and to regional development declined 
steadily in the middle of the eighteenth century. In 1734 
the tobacco inspectors at Fredericksburg, Falmouth, and six 
other warehouses were the highest paid of the forty-four 
inspectors in the colony. Salaries were based on the volume 
of business transacted at the warehouse, and the level at 
Fredericksburg and Falmouth proves that the region was at 
the forefront of tobacco culture,5 In fact, as early as 
1713-14, the York and Rappahannock customs districts, which 
encompassed the area, accounted for 59% of receipts from 
the Virginia tobacco export duty.6 But according to Price, 
"Rappahannock [tobacco culture] reached its full development 
about 1750 and stagnated for the next generation."7 The 
pattern of inspectors' salaries bears out the assertion. By 
1748, although salaries at Fredericksburg and Falmouth had 
been raised, they had not gone up as much as those at 
Shoccoe's or Warwick, and by 1762 the Fredericksburg salary 
was two steps below the highest.® Records of the Rappahannock
5Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p t 106»
5Price, France and the Chesapeake, I, 669-670.
7Ibid.
®Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p. 107.
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customs district also reveal the stagnation of regional 
tobacco culture. Tobacco exports, as shown in figure 1, 
remained at approximately the same level from the 1740's 
until the Revolution.
Tobacco stagnated in the Rappahannock region because 
wheat and other cereal grains became increasingly more 
attractive export commodities. Between 1740-44 and 1760-64 
tobacco prices on the world market rose 34%, while wheat 
prices climbed 59%, and flour prices 54%.9 Grain prices 
rose in response to sharply increasing demand for foodstuffs 
in the West Indies, Europe and New England. Between 1700 
and 1730 the slave population of the West Indies doubled,I® 
increasing the demand for corn to feed the labor force. The 
demand was augmented further when the boom in sugar production 
after 1748 encouraged West Indian planters, especially in 
Jamaica, to devote more land to sugar and less to food 
production.^ Demographic pressure also contributed to 
rising European grain demand. During the eighteenth century 
the collective population of Portugal, Spain, and Italy rose 
from 18 million to 30 million, while in the British Isles 
population jumped from 9 million to 16 million, with the
^Egnal, "Economic Development,” 212.
10Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 29.
H-Egnal, "Economic Developemnt," 208; J.H, Parry and 
P.M. Sherlock, A Short History of the West Indies (2nd ed.,
New York: St. Martin's press, 1968), p. 117.
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rate of increase accelerating rapidly after 1750.12 within 
the North American colonies, population growth in New England, 
and the trend there toward raising cattle for market, increased 
the demand for corn from other c o l o n i e s . 13
Traditionally Poland and Britain had supplied grain to 
southern Europe. However, for a dozen years after 1759 a 
series of bad harvests shortened food supplies as population 
continued to grow. Poland was occupied and partitioned in 
1772, and its ability to supply European needs for grain 
was further reduced.14 Great Britain's rapid population 
increase accompanied industrialization, and the transform­
ation to an industrial power transformed her from a net 
exporter to a net importer of wheat.13 while the industrial 
historian, Phyllis Deane, notes that because of enclosures 
and increased home agricultural productivity grain imports 
to England and Wales remained insignificant except in years 
of poor harvests,1® the kingdom was not able to supply other
l2Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 28-29; Phyllis 
Deane, The First Industrial Revolution (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1969), p. 32.
13james A. Henretta, The Evolution of American Society, 
1700-1815; An Interdisciplinary Analysis (Lexington, Mass.:
D.C. Heath & Co., 1973), pp. 20-22.
l^Saladino, "Wheat Trade," 91-122; Earle and Hoffman, 
"Staple Crops," 29,
l5Ralph Davis, "English Foreign Trade, 1700-1774,"
Economic History Review, 15 (1962-63), 292; Egnal, "Economic
Development," 2Q4.
l^Deane, First Industrial Revolution, pp. 36-48, 189.
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areas. Agricultural conditions in Britain, then, indirectly
helped increase the southern European demand for American
produce. At times when the English harvest failed, direct
17demand for American wheat resulted.
With population increasing and traditional suppliers 
not able to keep up with demand, the West Indies and southern 
Europe turned to the American colonies for food. In the 
1760's more and more planters in the Chesapeake turned to 
grain production to take advantage of the new markets.
Earle and Hoffman estimate that by the 1770's, given 
consumption standards of the time, Chesapeake grain exports 
fed 390,000 and 840,000 people in Europe and the West Indies 
respectively.^®
Farmers in the Fredericksburg region followed suit 
with others in the Chesapeake and responded to the different 
pulls of the West Indian, southern European, New England, 
and English markets. Customs records of the Rappahannock 
Naval District reveal how exports of the region's major 
agricultural products, tobacco, corn, and wheat, fluctuated 
with changing market conditions around the Atlantic. The 
district included both sides of the Rappahannock River from 
the Chesapeake to the head of navigation and in addition to 
Fredericksburg, contained the smaller ports of Port Royal,
17Saladino,"Wheat Trade," pp. 91-122,
l®Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 30.
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Tappahannock, and Urbanna. Returns show that Indian corn 
was the first grain to be exported in significant quantity 
from the district. Wheat became important later. By the 
mid-1760's both grains were major exports, and a large 
proportion of the district's shipping was devoted to them.
Indian corn exports from the Rappahannock Naval 
District grew steadily after 1745, the growth slightly 
interrupted by the Seven Years War in the middle and late 
1750's .^  Prior to 1745, the West Indies with their 
expanding slave population provided the most important 
markets for Rappahannock corn. However, by the time of 
the War of the Austrian Succession, the rapidly increasing 
population of New England taxed food supplies there and 
opened up another market for corn from the Fredericksburg 
region.29 From the late 1750's to the mid-1760's it was 
New England consumption that sustained the growth of corn 
exports from the Rappahannock.
On the other hand, it was the European market that 
accounted for the growth of wheat, which emerged as an 
important export from the Rappahannock Naval District 
later than corn. Before 1760 New England was almost the 
sole market for the district's wheat outside the district 
itself, and the demand for exports was low. It was the 
rise of markets in southern Europe, and indirectly in
19See Figure 1.
20See Figure 2.
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Great Britain, as well as in New York and Pennsylvania, that 
built up wheat exports from the district. Regular exports 
to those markets occurred only after the mid-1760's.
Naval Officer Returns exist for 23 complete reporting 
years between 1727 and 1758, and for nine years between 1759 
and 1772.21 Returns were kept by quarters. I have not 
included data in the charts for years in which records for 
one or more quarters are missing. For the first 23 years, 
mean annual wheat exports from the Rappahannock Naval 
District were just over 885 bushels. Annual exports 
exceeded 1,000 bushels only five times.22 In four of these 
five years it was the stimulus of markets in southern 
Europe, Scotland, New York, and Pennsylvania which boosted 
exports. Only in the fifth year, 1743-44, when wheat 
exports reached 1,300 bushels, was the increase due to the 
New England market.23 The indirect influence of the British 
market can be seen in the jump in wheat exports from the 
district in 1758-59. Although American grain was normally 
excluded from the British market by the Corn Laws, the 
prohibition was removed following a bad English harvest in
21Beginning in 1735, records were kept for periods 
beginning in March of one year and ending the following March. 
Before 1735, the recording period was from April to April.
22see Figure 1.
23See Figure 3.
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17 57. Merchants from the middle colonies bought grain in 
the Rappahannock district to supply the demand, and wheat 
exports from the district rose in 1758-59. Then, when the 
British prohibition was reimposed between 1759 and 1763, 
Rappahannock exports plunged again to very low levels.
The same markets supported expanded wheat exports in 
the period after 17 58. During the nine years for which 
complete customs records exist from 1759 to 1772, mean 
annual wheat exports from the Rappahannock Naval District 
were over 4,000 bushels. After 1764 wheat exports were 
consistently well above 3,000 bushels per year, and in 
1765-66 rose to over 20,000 bushels. The dramatic rise in 
wheat exports to unprecendented levels was the result of 
merchants sending grain to southern Europe directly, or to 
Pennsylvania for reexport.
The amount of shipping employed between the 
Rappahannock and the ports receiving most of the grain 
exports is additional evidence of the importance of the 
grain trade to the economy of the Fredericksburg region.
The tonnage used in the grain trade was seldom as much as 
10% of the total departing the naval district before the 
middle of the 1760's. Even then only 20-25% of the tonnage 
departing the river was for grain ports * However, by the 
mid-1760's, nearly one of every two vessels leaving the 
Rappahannock Naval District was bound to one of the grain
53.
markets.24
The market conditions which encouraged the switch from
tobacco to grain production in the 1760's continued into the
1770's. Tobacco promised to bring low prices, demand high
*
freight rates, and therefore yield small profits. Grain 
markets, on the other hand, remained open, and grain sales 
offered planters the opportunity to make better profits and 
pay off debts.
The expectation of a large tobacco crop in 1773 forced 
down the price paid planters from 14 shillings per hundred 
weight to 12 shillings by early July. Fredericksburg 
merchant Charles Yates expected that the price would fall still 
further by September when planters had to buy bills of 
exchange to remit payments on accounts to England. At the 
same time, the large volume of tobacco to be exported 
created a shortage of shipping and forced up the transatlantic 
freight rates which the planters had to pay.2  ^ With the price 
for tobacco low, and expenses for moving it, and for paying 
debts high, planter profits suffered. The following year 
production was down and tobacco prices higher. However, 
planters wanted still higher prices which merchants,
24See Figure 4.
2^Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin, July 
3, 1773, Charles Yates Letterbook, 1773-1783, University of 
Virginia Library, Charlottesville, p. 3.
FIGURE 1.
Exports of Tobacco, Indian Corn, Wheat, and Iron from the
Rappahannock Naval District, 1727-1772
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FIGURE 2,
Bushels of Indian Corn Exported from the Rappahannock Naval
District to Various Regions, 1727-1772
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apprehensive of poor British sales, were reluctant to 
26give. Yates concluded, "Tobo. . . .  is really too low 
for the makers to live by it & yet the purchasers must be 
no great gainers without a restoration in your marketts."27
Grain, in contrast to tobacco, offered planters the 
possibility of high profits. "Wheat yields more profitt at 
the prices which have been going . . ."28 Wrote Yates in 
April 1774. High wheat prices were not temporary, either.28
Grain sales also helped relieve pressure forcing up 
the sterling exchange rate. The rate was the price a 
planter or merchant had to pay in Virginia currency to buy 
sterling bills of exchange for payments to Britain. Low 
rates were to the advantage of both planters and store 
keepers. A planter who contracted a debt in Britain at one 
rate had his debt reduced if the exchange rate fell and he 
could buy more sterling bills for a given amount of local 
currency. A merchant who priced his retail goods for a 
low exchange rate could expect to do a larger volume of
^6Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Gale & Fearon, Feb,
17, 1774, Yates Letterbook, p. 53.
2^charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale, 
April 2, 1774, Yates Letterbook, pp. 65-66,
28charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale, 
April 2, 1774, Yates Letterbook, pp. eSHie,
2Q
Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale, 
July 7, 1774, Yates Letterbook, p. 88,
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business than one who set higher prices in expectation of 
a higher rate. However, if stocks were priced according 
to a low exchange rate and the rate rose, the merchant lost 
money. The exchange rate was determined by the volume of 
bills available in relationship to local currency. When 
tobacco sales were good, and prices high, bills were 
plentiful. Under those circumstances, merchants also 
extended credit freely, reducing the demand for bills of 
exchange. Both factors kept the exchange rate low.
However, after the Seven Years War low tobacco prices made 
bills of exchange scarce and forced up the price.
Furthermore, financial panic in Britain in 1762 and again 
in 1772-73 caused British merchants to withdraw credit, 
tending to raise the exchange rate still higher.30
In the 1760's the grain trade had the opposite effect 
on the exchange rate. Sales of corn and wheat brought bills 
of exchange into Virginia, forcing down their price.
Moreover, grain sales gave planters and merchants leverage 
so that they could exercize some control over the exchange 
rate and set it to their own advantage. Charles Yates wrote 
one correspondent in July 1773, "Excha. I think may con­
tinue this year about 30 pet as Bills & Cash will be on a
30Joseph Albert Ernst, Money and Politics in America, 
1755-1775; A Study in the Currency Act of 1764 and the 
Political Economy of Revolution (Chapel Hill; University of 
North Carolina Press for the Institute of Early American 
History and Culture, 1973), pp. 12-15, 66-67, 280.
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Par for scarcity unless large orders appear in Octor. for
grain . . , . "33 The comment recognizes the importance of
the grain trade to the bill market. Unless grain sales
brought in enough bills to change the picture, bills would
command a 30% premium in local currency. In September,
when it became apparent that grain sales would be good,
Yates predicted that the premium would drop to 27*s%, and
hoped "as a Bill buyer not to pay more than 25 - this on
a presumption that Corn purchases will make Bills plentier
than money.32 the Williamsburg meeting of merchants in
June 1774 planters and store keepers joined efforts to
thwart the attempts of cash tobacco buyers to raise the
exchange rate. Charles Yates, in describing the situation
again pointed out the importance of the grain trade in
determining the price of bills:
The large Quantity of Wheat exported & the low 
prices of Tobo. have occasioned the Money trans­
actions to center wholly on the first Article 
and all the bargains have been made in Current 
Money, payable at the genl. Court in April. That 
time has from various pretexts been delayed by 
the Buyers till June, when they appeared here 
. . .  to fulfill their engagements . . .  it 
appears they have little or no Curt. Money, and 
declare they neither can nor will pay but in 
Bills of Excha. at 30 per cent—  30*s per cent was
31Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin, 
July 3, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 3.
32Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin, 
September 3, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 22.
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the first demand— however the storekeepers who
are owing to the midling Planters & the country
gent, who make large Crop refuse their Bills on
those terms . . . .33
With the advantages of higher profits and easier pay­
ment of debts provided by the grain trade, more and more 
people in the Rappahannock region exercized their choice of 
crops in the 1770's to produce wheat and corn rather than 
tobacco. Charles Yates repeatedly told his correspondents 
of the switch. "The low prices [for tobacco] in the country 
have made many sow their Tobo. ground in wheat," he told 
one in February 1774.34 Most men in the area, he told 
another, "determine to drop planting & turn their Lands 
to Farming . . . wheat . . . ."35 "The prices for wheat 
keeping up will shorten the quantity [of tobacco grown] to 
the North of James River greatly," he wrote yet another.36 
Even the partial destruction of the 1774 wheat crop by 
frost did not prevent it from exceeding the previous year's 
since so much more acreage had been sown in wheat.37
33charles Yates, Williamsburg, to Samuel Martin, June 
18, 1774, Yates Letterbook, p. 80.
34charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Gale & Fearon,
Feb. 17, 1774, Yates Letterbook, p. 53.
35charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin,
April 2, 1774, Yates Letterbook, pp. 63-64.
3®charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale, 
July 7, 1774, Yates Letterbook, p. 88.
37charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Greenwood, Retson
& Marsh, May H ,  1774, Yates Letterbook, p. 73; Charles Yates, 
Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin, July 5, 1774, Yates Letter­
book , p . 84.
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Further testimony to the trend may be found in the journal
of the tutor John Harrower, whose employer, Colonel
Daingerfield, had 800 acres planted in wheat and Indian corn
3 8by 1775 and annually exported 3,600 bushels of wheat.
When the traveller Nicholas Cresswell visited Fredericksburg 
in 1775, he commented on the fact that although the tobacco 
trade was still active, wheat was also an important product. 
Fredericksburg, he reported, "is a pretty large town . . . .  
Great quantities of tobacco is shipped from the place . . . .  
The land is pretty good in this neighborhood and produces a 
great deal of Wheat. Saw a machine for threshing wheat with 
horses."39
Poor tobacco prices and stagnation of the market in the 
1760's meant that merchants, like planters, were faced with 
difficult choices. Tobacco merchants were caught between 
planters' demands for higher payments, or at least more 
liberal credit allowances, and uncertain markets for the 
tobacco they acquired. A merchant who accepted tobacco in 
payment for store goods could find himself unable to sell
38Edward Miles Riley, ed., The Journal of John Harrower, 
an Indentured Servant in the Colony of Virginia. 1773-1776
{New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston for Colonial Williamsburg 
Foundation, 1963), p. 46.
3®Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p. 62.
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the tobacco at a price which would coyer his costs and yield
a profit, This is the situation in which Charles Yates found
himself when he wrote his Whitehaven correspondents, Dixon
and Littledale in 177 3. As Yates described his plight: "we
seem to be rather in a disagreeable situation regarding our
Tobo. received of our store customers, for none has been
bought lately & yet we have near 300 hhds. on hand & no
40prospect for sale at any price." Merchants needed to sell 
tobacco in order to continue to finance their store 
operations. While poor markets made it difficult for 
merchants to turn over their capital, planters continued to 
demand expanded credit, placing a further lien on the 
merchant's capital and making it difficult for him to meet 
obligations to his own creditors. At times of financial 
panic in England, such as in 177 3, overextended credit could 
be disastrous for a merchant.41 Unable to sell tobacco and 
reluctant to extend more credit, particularly as the 
Revolutionary crisis developed, merchants in the 1760's and 
177 0's attempted to call in debts, and some found new 
avenues of commerce and manufacturing in which to invest.
4®Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale, 
July 3, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p.4,
41Price, "The Rise of Glasgow," 195-197; Samuel M. 
Rosenblatt, "The Significance of Credit in the Tobacco Con­
signment Trade; A Study of John Norton & Sons, 1768-177 5," 
William and Mary Quarterly, 3rd, Ser,, 19 (1962), 396-397.
Virtually all of the pre-Revolutionary merchant con­
cerns in Fredericksburg were operated by Scots or Englishmen. 
Among the earliest Scottish merchants to settle in 
Fredericksburg was William Hunter, who had established 
himself by 1736. He married into the Taliaferro family in 
1743 and became a planter as well as a prosperous merchant. 
About 1749 Hunter's nephew, James Hunter, Sr. arrived in 
Virginia to become his uncle's business partner. Just three 
years before William Hunter had had a son who became known 
locally as James Hunter, Jr. Both James Hunters were active 
in pre-Revolutionary commerce between Fredericksburg and 
Liverpool.42 other Scottish merchant houses in 
Fredericksburg included William Cunninghame & Co. of Glasgow, 
who operated a store in the town under the management of 
William Reid.43 Anderson and Horsburgh,44 later Anderson 
and Dainzell, also of Glasgow, did business through two 
Scots, John Mitchell, a principal in Mitchell, Lenox and
42Robert Walter Coakley, "The Two James Hunters of 
Fredericksburg: Patriots Among the Virginia Scotch Merchants," 
The Virginia Magazine of History and Biography, 56 (1948),
5-10, 13, 16.
43Virginia Herald and Fredericksburg Advertiser 
(Fredericksburg), Nov. 30, 1788, p, 3, c. 3 (Mary Washington 
College, Fredericksburg, microfilm). Hereafter cited as 
Va. Herald.
44Riley, Journal of John Harrower, p. 46,
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S c o t t , and John Glassell.46 Mitchell also operated a 
store in Culpeper Courthouse.47 Glassell was himself a 
considerable merchant who employed as his head clerk 
Lachlan Campbell, who had originally come to Virginia in 
17 64 as an agent for another Glasgow firm.48 Still 
another Scottish concern with a Fredericksburg store was 
McCall, Smellie & Co., managed after 1773 by Henry 
Mitchell.4® Mitchell eventually entered a partnership with 
James Somerville, still another Glaswegian doing business
A C
’“memorial and Claim of George Anderson . . . Read 
Nov. 29, 1798, Treasury Group, class 79, piece 123, page 
109, number 177, Public Record Office, London (consulted 
on microfilm at Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, 
Williamsburg); A List of Debts due John Mitchell at his 
Fredericksburg Store, Treasury Group, class 79, piece 32, 
Memorial to Board of Commissioners for American Claims . . . 
of George Anderson, Nov. 29, 1798, Treasury Office Group, 
class 79, piece 32; Andrew Anderson, Greenock, to David 
Skene, London, Dec. 16, 1806, Treasury Group, class 79, 
piece 32. Public Record Office records hereafter cited as 
T 79/32.
46Riley, Journal of John Harrower, p. 46.
47Va. Herald, Nov. 30, 1788, p.3, c.3.
48Auditor's Office (AO) Group 12/106, ff. 22-23; Mem­
orial of Lachlan Campbell to Commissioners on American
Loyalists, Glasgow, March 12, 1784, AO 13/97, folder Cl, ff.
160-163; Memorial of Lachlan Campbell to Lords Commissioners 
of the Treasury, AO 13/28.
4®Memorial and Claim of Charles Yates . . .  on the debt 
of Richard Brooke, T 79/123, p* 146, #271; Will of Henry 
Mitchell, Fredericksburg Hustings Court Will Book A, 1782-
1817, Virginia State Library, microfilm, p. 138.
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in Fredericksburg.5®
Among the English merchants in town were Robert 
Jardine of London, and Payne, Moore & Co. Jardine opened 
his Fredericksburg store in 1766 under his factor, George 
Mitchell.5 -^ Payne, Moore & Co. was formed by Daniel Payne, 
Edward Moore, and Charles Yates before the Revolution.5^
Payne was in America by 17 57^3 and Yates, a native of 
Whitehaven,54 arrived sometime afterward. The firm was 
headquartered in Falmouth, Virginia, with Yates handling 
business in Fredericksburg.
The poor tobacco markets in the 1760's and 1770's, 
and the imperial conflict of the mid-1770's elicited two 
different responses from members of the merchant community. 
Those merchants who were simply agents for a Scottish or 
English firm concentrated on collecting debts and cutting 
back on trade in Virginia, Others who traded at least in
SOHenry Mitchell, Fredericksburg, to Robert Jardine, 
Louth, Lincs., April 15, 1787, AO 13/30, folder J; Virginia 
Gazette (Williamsburg: Purdie), Nov. 10, 1775, p.3, c.3; 
Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg, Pinkney), Nov. 16, 1775, p.3,
c.3.
^Memorial of Robert Jardine, AO 13/31, folder I-J.
5^Special Agents' Reports, T 79/91, p. 30.
^Daniel payne to William Picket, Dec. 1, 1757, Virginia 
State Library Mss., accession #28594.
54Charles Yates Headstone, Masonic Cemetery, Fredericks­
burg, Va.
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part on their own accounts took advantage of the opportunities 
that the new situation provided.
The most extreme example of the former approach is the 
case of Robert Jardine. Jardine's store in Fredericksburg 
was run by a factor for nine years before the owner himself 
came to town to wind up the business. He testified after the 
Revolution that his intent in going to Virginia had been to 
settle the business, collect debts, and return his produce to 
England.55 Upon his arrival in Fredericksburg Jardine 
announced in the Virginia Gazette that he desired to collect 
all his outstanding debts. To that end he offered anyone 
willing to pay off his obligations one shilling more per 
hundred weight for tobacco and three shillings more per 
bushel of wheat than any other store in Fredericksburg. The 
offer was good only through September 1775,56 while Jardine 
was willing to accept grain in payment for debts, his intent 
was not to take long term advantage of opportunities in the 
grain trade, but to cut losses and withdraw from Virginia 
commerce.
In contrast to Jardine, several other Fredericksburg 
merchants discovered opportunities in the reorientation of 
Virginia's commerce and attempted to take advantage of them.
55Memorial of Robert Jardine, AO 13/30, folder J.
56Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon & Hunter), Jan. 
21, 1775, p.3, c.2.
Marc Egnal has observed that new markets for American goods 
after 1745 raised standards of living in the northern 
colonies more than in the southern. This was because 
northern shippers were carrying grain to new markets, while 
staples like tobacco and indigo, whose prices rose more 
slowly, continued to dominate southern exports.^  While 
the Rappahannock generally fits the pattern Egnal describes, 
some merchants in the Fredericksburg area were able to take 
some direct and indirect advantage of burgeoning grain 
markets themselves. The new markets, especially the West 
Indian, were ones in which it was relatively easy for small 
merchants to gain entry. The trade was not already dominated 
by wealthy English or Scottish merchants. Furthermore, small 
vessels had long been most economical in trade to the West 
Indies, a fact that made it easier for independent local 
merchants, or resident factors to participate with reduced 
capital expense. Men like William Allason of Falmouth were 
able both to serve as factors for British tobacco firms and
c Q
enter the West Indies produce trade on their own accounts. ° 
One historian has observed that Scottish ships engaged in 
the pre-Revolutionary West Indies trade were as likely to
S^Egnal, "Economic Development," 209.
Robert William Spoede, "William Allason: Merchant in 
an Emerging Nation" (Ph.D. dissertation. College of William 
and Mary, 1973), pp. 116, 234.
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belong to Scottish factors in Virginia as to the home firm.5  ^
European wheat markets offered similar benefits to 
Rappahannock merchants as the West Indies corn trade. Much 
of the region's wheat was marketed through Philadelphia, and 
small merchants did not have to bear the capital expense of 
transatlantic shipment.
The experience of Charles Yates of Payne, Moore & Co. 
is a case study of the way in which one Fredericksburg 
tobacco merchant altered his business as the profitability 
of tobacco declined and that of grain increased. As an agent 
for English tobacco firms he feared extending too mcuh credit 
and, like Jardine, took steps to restrict it. At the same 
time, as an independent merchant, he seized the opportunity 
to profit from the grain trade.
"Nobody pays, not even the best,"60 Yates wrote a 
Liverpool associate in 1773. To another correspondent he 
noted that he would "cutt a bad figure as a Collector of 
Debts."61 Both comments suggest that Yates was reluctant to 
extend additional credit for fear of losing the investment.
As a debt collector Yates acted principally as an agent for
^Robert Walter Coakley, "Virginia Commerce During the 
American Revolution" (Ph.D. dissertation, University of 
Virginia, 1949), pp. 56, 61.
fi^Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin, July
3, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 3.
61Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale,
July 3, 1773, Yates Letterhook, p. 4,
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English merchants and was interested in getting payment in
forms that could be remitted overseas. In an effort to
collect payment for the bankrupt London house of Perkins#
Buchanan & Brown, Yates sent Benjamin Day to dun planters in
the Virginia back country.®2 Day, who during and after the
Revolution played a prominent role in business and politics
in the Fredericksburg region, was at the time a 23 year old
6 3immigrant from London. At the time Yates sent Day out to 
collect debts, he already knew the difficulty the young man 
would face. "Such is the situation of Virga. now," he 
commented in 1774, "that a Man may spend Ten Pounds in 
gathering Ten shillings cash for old debts . . . ,"64
Despite the frustrations of collecting debts for 
English merchants, Yates realized that if a man were willing 
to stay in Virginia he could collect the debts due him. Old 
debts were "of Value, because you may get Land, Negroes, 
Horses, Cows, Hoggs, Feather Beds or old Potts or Pans for 
them, but none of this will do for remittance . . . he
observed. Yates was different from Robert Jardine in that
62charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Benjamin Day,
July 25, 1775, Yates Letterbook, p. 171.
®3Benjamin Day headstone, Masonic Cemetery, Fredericks­
burg, Va.
®4charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale, 
April 2, 1774, Yates Letterbook, pp. 65-66.
®3Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale,
April 2, 1774, Yates Letterbook, pp. 65-66.
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he was willing to stay in Virginia. In fact, he was 
enthusiastic about the prospects for a comfortable life 
there. The possibility of living well on a landed estate 
in Virginia and providing fortunes for a growing family was 
much higher than for a man of comparable wealth and industry 
in England, according to Yates.66 Living was less expensive. 
The abundance of grain forced down beef and pork prices for 
consumers. In addition, Yates contended that local peaches 
and apples made excellent cider and brandy and added that 
"Messrs. Jones & Woodford will brew us about 8 Bushells of 
Malt so that the Devil is in it if we don't fatten as soon 
as cold weather will let us."®^
As an independent trader Yates was able to adjust his 
business to changing market conditions as they occurred.
He carried on an extensive correspondence with merchants in 
Liverpool, Whitehaven, London, Bristol, Glasgow, and 
neighboring colonies in North America. He was accustomed 
to bargaining with other merchants to find the ones who 
would take the lowest commissions and offer the highest 
prices, and was prepared to consign his tobacco to whoever 
gave him the best deal.6® When Yates' firm found the
66Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to George McCall, Sept. 
3, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 25.
67Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to George McCall, July 
10, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 5,
6®Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale, 
Aug. 19, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 11.
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profitability of tobacco declining,®® the shift to grain 
exporting was simply another reorientation of trade. The 
fact that Yates had paid his English and Scottish creditors 
and was, himself, a creditor to some other merchants made 
it feasible for him to withdraw from the tobacco trade.70
Yates vigorously encouraged merchants in both old 
and New England to accept shipments of grain from the 
Rappahannock region. To Samuel and William Vernon of 
Newport, Rhode Island, who had sent him a cargo of slaves 
to sell, Yates explained that because of the low demand for 
slaves and scarcity of money, he could only get one- 
quarter of the slaves' value if the New Englanders demanded 
immediate cash payment. However, he continued, if the 
sellers were willing to extend credit, and "if it would 
answer your Purposes to receive Wheat, Flower, Indian Corn 
or any Country Produce it will enhance [the slaves'] value 
considerably."71 Attempting to induce Fletchers & Co. of 
Whitehaven to deal in Rappahannock grain, Yates noted that 
the area's wheat generally commanded a higher price than 
that of the James River area, that it was available in
6®See above, p. 53 .
70Memorial and Claim of Charles Yates . . .  on the debt 
of Richard Brooke, Read Nov. 29, 1798, T79/123 p, 146, number
271; Notations regarding remittances, Dec, 5 and Dec. 10, 
1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 36.
71Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel and William
Vernon, Aug. 24, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 15.
increasing amounts, and that the milling capacity of the
7  2region was on the rise. In an additional effort to 
develop a trade in Rappahannock grain, Yates introduced 
James Maury to Fletchers & Co. Maury was a native 
Virginian, born in 1746, who set out in 1773 for England 
to offer his services as a grain purchaser.73 In his 
letter of introduction for Maury, Yates pointed out once 
more the profitability of the Fredericksburg region's grain. 
Maury, he told the Whitehaven firm, could help it realize 
the profits, " . . . as you have wished to have some 
establishment at this Place for the grain Trade, which I 
think wd. be more to your advantage than getting it from 
Norfolk, as long experience has proved our wheat to be 
superior to what is grown to the southward . . . . " 7 4  
Maury did enter the grain trade with his partner, James 
Duncanson, and the firm of Duncanson & Maury kept a close 
business relationship with Charles Yates.75
By the mid-1760's the area around Fredericksburg had
^Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Messrs. Fletchers 
& Co., Oct. 1, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 28.
73Maury Mss, Box 2, Folder "Genealogical Data," Univer­
sity of Virginia Library, Charlottesville; Charles Yates, 
Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin, Dec. 10, 1773, Yates Letter­
book , p . 37.
74charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Messrs. Fletchers
& Co., Dec. 10, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 38,
75charles Yates, Williamsburg, to Samuel Martin, June
20, 1775, Yates Letterbook, p. 163,
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developed a more diversified agriculture, and exports of 
wheat and corn had become a major factor in the economy.
The planters and merchants engaged in the grain trade used 
their profits to create forward linkages and final demand 
linkages which further diversified the local economy.
Milling and brewing were two obvious investment 
opportunities which used regional farm produce as raw 
materials. Fredericksburg had its own brewery well before 
the Revolution.^ Two pre-Revolutionary merchants also 
entered the distilling business by the mid-1770's, creating 
an even greater market for locally grown corn. Charles 
Yates commented that he had originally intended to distill 
only the grain from his own farm, but had found the market 
so good, that it was profitable to buy grain from his 
neighbors to process as well.77 He also pointed out that 
wheat yielded higher profits when it was manufactured into 
flour, and that several millers on the river manufactured 
20,000 to 50,000 bushels each year. Even so, there was a 
constant demand for more flour.78 William Allason of
76Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon & Nicholson), 
Nov. 13, 1779, p.3, c.l.
77Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to George McCall,
Sept. 2, 1778, Yates Letterbook, p. 205,
78Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Henry Fletcher,
Feb. 16, 1775, Yates Letterbook, pp. 131-132.,
Falmouth was still another merchant who paid off his English 
debts before the Revolution, acquired wheat land, and during
70
the war began to operate a grist mill and whiskey still. 7 
Export statistics offer additional evidence of the rapid 
development of milling capability along the Rappahannock 
and its tributaries from the mid-1760's. Before 1764-65 
flour and bread were seldom listed as exports from the 
Rappahannock Naval District, Beginning with the 1764-65 
returns, those items were regularly reported, but it was 
only in 1768-69 that the barrel was adopted as the standard 
unit of measure for reporting flour and bread exports.
Before then, casks, barrels, and pounds, had all been 
reported as measures of exports. The standardization 
indicates the growing importance of the commodity in the 
export market. The increase in the volume of exports is 
still better evidence. In 1765-66, 299 barrels of flour 
left the district for ports outside Virginia. In 1768-69 
the total was 2,130 barrels, and in 1771-72 the total had 
increased to 4,353.®®
Profits from grain exports also stimulated manufacturing 
to supply the local consumer market. Merchants took advantage
7^Spoede, "William Allason," pp. 265, 283-287, 306-308.
80Naval Officer Returns, Port Rappahannock, Exports, 
Colonial Office (CO) group 5/1349, ff. 54, 201; CO 5/1449, ff. 
63, 64, 85, 86; CO 5/1450, ff, 13, 14, 28, 43, 45, 61.
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of the pre-Revolutionary non-importation agreements to take
over the domestic market for cotton, woolen, and iron
products. John Harrower had commented on the growth of
81cotton in the region just before the Revolution, and
Charles Yates wrote that wool production was on the rise
and farmers were taking steps to increase herds of sheep.
At the same time Yates predicted that a stoppage of British
imports for five years "would make British goods as little
necessary as they are to any of the best regulated European 
8 2Nations." By February 1776 Yates and a group of sub­
scribers for a cotton and linen manufactory in 
Fredericksburg successfully attracted a cotton spinner,
William Harwood, and five weavers from Philadelphia, and
83were attempting to recruit a stocking weaver. In the 
fall of 1778 Yates reported that he employed some of his 
slaves in spinning and weaving cotton and wool produced on 
his own farm, and that lawyer James Mercer had hired a 
number of hands to do spinning, and weaving, including 
stocking weaving.84
81Riley, Journal of John Harrower, p. 76.
82Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin, Sept.
1775, Yates Letterbook, pp. 177-178.
®8Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to William Harwood at 
the Cotton Manufactory Head of Markett Street, Philadelphia, 
Nov. 14, 1775; Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Hugh Walker, 
Feb. 4, 1776, Yates Letterbook, pp. 179, 186,
84Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to George McCall, Sept.
2, 1778, Yates Letterbook, p.. 2Q5,
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The iron industry was one whose success in the 
Fredericksburg region had for some time been based in part 
on final demand linkage. It was an industry different 
from those which were spin-offs of the grain trade in that 
it had existed much longer. However, its development in the 
1770's was influenced by the availability of grain profits 
for investment, and the Revolutionary crisis. As tensions 
between the crown and the colonies mounted in the 1770's, 
merchants began to discuss the possibility of engaging in 
more sophisticated manufacturing processes using iron 
produced in the Rappahannock region, and supplying the 
domestic market with a variety of goods previously available 
only from Great Britain.
The iron industry existed in the Fredericksburg 
vicinity from the time Alexander Spotswood established 
Germanna Furnace about twenty miles above the falls of the 
Rappahannock in about 1716.86 By 1723 Spotswood was selling 
kitchen utensils, firebacks, and and irons at auction in 
Williamsburg, and exporting pig iron to England.86 When 
William Byrd visited the area in 1732, Spotswood also
85Kathleen Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture in the Slave 
Era (New York: The Century Co., 1930), pp 9-10,
86Morton, Colonial Virginia, II, 483; Walter Havighurst,
Alexander Spotswood: Portrait of a Governor (Williamsburg:
Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, 1967) , p, 108.
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operated a furnace at Massaponax, some five miles below 
Fredericksburg, At Massoponax he also cast and irons and 
firebacks as well as pots, pans, cart boxes, and garden
Q 7
rollers, ' Somewhat later James Hunter Sr. also set up 
an iron manufactory near Fredericksburg. This was probably 
in the late 17 50’s, for by 1761 he was exporting pig iron 
to Liverpool,®®
The domestic market for Virginia pig iron must have 
been fairly well developed before the Revolution. William 
Byrd reported that with a sufficient work force a furnace 
could produce 8 00 tons of iron a year. He also noted the
A Qdifficulty in procuring the necessary labor, which
probably accounts in part for the fact that exports of iron
from the Rappahannock Naval District were comsistantly well
90below 8 00 tons annually. However, with two to three 
furnaces operating in the area, more iron must have been 
produced than was shown to have been exported. What was 
used in the colony was made into the sort of cast iron 
utensils listed above, since no forge existed in the vic­
inity to supplement the furnaces until just before the
®^Byrd, "A Progress to the Mines," p, 37 0; Bruce, Vir­
ginia Iron Manufacture, p, 14,
®®Coakley, "The Two James Hunters," 10,
®^Byrd, "A Progress to the Mines," p, 348,
90See Figure 1,
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It was the imperial conflict of the 177 0's that 
encouraged merchant-entrepreneurs seeking profitable 
investment opportunities to begin producing other kinds of 
iron goods. James Hunter began operating a forge near 
Fredericksburg just before the war.92 The state of Virginia 
was operating the Westham Foundry near Richmond by 1776, and 
David Ross, a merchant of Petersburg and Richmond, was 
engaged in developing the Oxford Iron Works in Campbell 
County at the same time.93 Charles Yates reported the 
efforts to supply the domestic market to his correspondent 
Samuel Martin in 1775, pointing out that a gun factory had 
already been begun, a complete forge was already in opera­
tion, and that he expected a slitting mill capable of
supplying all the demand in the vicinity would soon be
. 94 constructed.
By the time Virginia joined the movement for 
independence, Fredericksburg no longer was exclusively a 
tobacco town. The nature of the soil in the surrounding
^Morton, Colonial Virginia, II, 528, Byrd, "A Pro­
gress to the Mines," p. 354.
92coakley, "The Two James Hunters," 19.
^Charles b . Dew, "David Ross and the Oxford Iron 
Works: A Study of Industrial Slavery in the Early Nineteenth- 
Century South," William and Mary Quarterly, 3rd. Ser., (1974) 
192-193.
^Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin,
Sept. 1775, Yates Letterbook, pp. 177-178.
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region gave planters a choice of crops, which they exercized 
after the middle of the eighteenth century when low tobacco 
prices made sales of grain to growing West Indian, European, 
and New England markets much more profitable. Some members 
of the town's merchant community also took advantage of the 
new grain markets to increase their own profits. The money 
they made was often reinvested locally, and by the outset of 
the Revolution the regional economy showed signs of growth 
and diversification.
CHAPTER III
"NOT ONE SPOT IN THE STATE 
SO GENEROUSLY USEFULL"
The American Revolution created demands that further 
stimulated the forward and final demand linkages already 
apparent in the Fredericksburg economy before 1775.
Virtually all the Revolutionary armies moving between the 
major theaters of operation had to pass through the town 
where they stopped for forage, equipment, and repairs.
Many prisoners being sent to the western part of the state 
also passed through Fredericksburg. Troops moving through 
town provided major markets for the region's produce and 
manufactured products.
While the war created new demands for goods and 
services it also drove away many members of the business 
community that existed in Fredericksburg before the 
Revolution. The war also caused monetary chaos which made 
it difficult to capitalize new business ventures. The 
British blockade of the American coast, moreover, restricted 
the exports which had previously supplied the profits for 
reinvestment. Replacing entrepreneurial talent proved to
95 .
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be relatively easy; finding capital to expand manufacturing 
was more difficult. The problem of capitalization was never 
solved during the war, and the artificial market created by 
troop movements dried up when peace returned. As a result, 
manufacturing concerns which played important roles in the 
war effort disappeared soon after the Yorktown victory.
As the dispute between England and the colonies 
developed in the 1770's, a split developed in the 
Fredericksburg merchant community that would result in many 
of the town's businessmen leaving the area when war broke 
out. On the one hand, men like Charles Yates and James 
Duncanson, whose businesses had for some time been head­
quartered in Virginia, sided with the colonists. On the 
other hand, men acting primarily as agents for firms head­
quartered in Britain, like William Wiatt, took the side of 
the English government. These contrasting positions became 
apparent during events following the Boston Tea Party and 
the passing of the Intolerable Acts. Yates cheerfully 
accepted the nonimportation plan adopted by the Continental 
Congress and cancelled orders for English goods,1 He and 
Duncanson were among those named to the Fredericksburg
^Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Gale, Fearon & Co., 
Dec. 2, 1774, Yates Letterbook, p. 12Q.
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2
Committee of Correspondence in June 1774. At the same 
time Wiatt wrote his mother and brother in Liverpool 
expressing considerable hostility to the Bostonians because 
of the Tea Party and commenting that "they deserve wors 
treatment from the hands of the English."^
Hostility toward the merchant community increased 
during the following months. In February 1775 Charles Yates 
complained of "an enmity that has subsisted for some time 
against the People in trade, and wh. the present conjuncture 
seems to give [townspeople] a handle for showing under the
4
specious pretext of Patriotism." In April Governor Dunmore 
seized the powder stored in the magazine at Williamsburg, 
and within days over 600 armed men had assembled in 
Fredericksburg prepared to march on the capitol. At the 
request of Peyton Randolph, who feared armed action might
^Resolution of a Meeting of the Inhabitants of Fred­
ericksburg in the County of Spotsylvania and Colony of 
Virginia at the Town House on Wednesday the first day of 
June 1774, in Revolutionary Virginia: The Road to Inde­
pendence, comp, by WilliamJ. Van Schreeven and Robert 
L. Scribner, ed. by Robert L. Scribner, 3 vols., (Char­
lottesville: University Press of Virginia for Virginia 
Independence Bicentennial Commission, 1975), II, 96.
3William Wiatt, Fredericksburg, to Mrs. Wiatt, Liver­
pool, July 3, 1774, and William Wiatt, Fredericksburg, to 
Francis Wiatt, Liverpool, July 3, 1774, William Wiatt 
Papers, 1747-1785, Earl Gregg Swem Library, College of 
William and Mary.
^Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Isaac Heslop, Feb.
20, 1775, Yates Letterbook, p. 137.
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do more damage than good,^ the men eventually disbanded with
a resolution to assemble at a moment's warning if their
rights and liberties were again threatened.6 To Yates,
watching the incident in Fredericksburg, it seemed like
another example of overzealous patriotism. He told a
correspondent that he was convinced that the men "Would have
marched to Boston if desired," but that "with some difficulty
7
they were stopped from going to call the govr. to acct."
Later that summer Yates again expressed concern about what 
he thought to be misdirected patriotism, which seemed to 
breed contempt for law and animosity toward merchants. "The 
general run in this Colony," he wrote, "have got so far 
ahead in matters wherein I am most concerned, that they will 
by & by be hardly persuaded, even when all Politicall 
matters shall be settled . . .  to pay proper regard to the
o
Laws." By early 177 6 Revolutionary committees had opened 
and inspected Yates' mail several times, a practice to which
9
he strongly objected.
5Peyton Randolph, Williamsburg, to Mann Page, Jr.,
Lewis Willis, and Benjamin Grymes, Jr., April 28, 1775, in 
Van Schreeven and Scribner, Revolutionary Virginia, III, 64.
6Pledge of Readiness at a Moment's Warning, April 29, 
1775, Ibid., III, 71,
7Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin, May 
11, 1775, Yates Letterbook, p. 158,
^Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Gale, Fearon, & Co., 
Aug, 29, 1775, Yates Letterboo, p. 175,
^Charles Yates to various correspondents, Yates Letter­
book, pp. 180-18 6.
With merchants who had been sympathetic to the American
position falling under suspicion and feeling uncomfortable
as Virginia moved toward independence, it is not surprising
that less sympathetic merchants felt even worse. Many fled
the colony, especially when local committees censured
particular individuals. Shortly after the Declaration of
Independence, the Spotsylvania County Committee declared
Fredericksburg merchants David Blair, Neil McCoul, Lachlan
Campbell, James Blair, Henry Mitchell, James Freeland, Robert
Patton, Andrew Robinson, John Miller, Alexander Blair, and
Joshua Meals inimical to America for refusing to take the
oath of allegiance to Virginia.1® Robert Jardine was later
declared inimical, too.11 By the time the committee took
this action, another merchant, John Glassell, who had
established a store in Fredericksburg in 1760, had returned 
1 ?to Scotland. Henry Mitchell, a partner and factor for 
McCall, Smellie, and Company, had already published his 
intent to depart from the colony and leave Freeland, the 
firm's clerk, to tend the business.13 At least four more
10Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg; Purdie), Aug, 23,
177 6 Supplement, p . 1, c .1; T 79/93, p, 97,
^Memorial of Robert Jardine, AO 13/30, folder J;
Robert Jardine, York, to J.W, Hay, London, Sept, 27, 1802,
T 79/114, pp. 41-42,
^Memorial of John Glassell to the Commissioners on 
Loyalist Claims, May 24, 1803, T 79/19,
13Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg; Purdie), Dec, 8,
1776, p.3, c .3.
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of the indicted merchants also elected to leave early in the 
war, joined by several others not specifically condemned. 
Within a year of the Declaration Lachlan Campbell set out 
for Inverness, "after being confined to a narrow space for 
some time."-*-4 David Blair likewise returned" to Britain. 15 
Robert Jardine left Fredericksburg but remained in America 
until May 1778 when he took passage from Philadelphia for 
Yorkshire. Alexander Blair, who was Glassford, Gordon and 
Monteath's Fredericksburg factor, also fled, as did the 
factor for James Ritchie and C o m p a n y . T h e  William 
Cunninghame and Company agent, William Reid, had departed 
in F e b r u a r y , a n d  Thomas Mitchell returned to Scotland. 
Scottish merchants, like William Wiatt and James Somerville, 
who stayed in the colony endured the suspicion of the
14Memorial of Lachlan Campbell to Lords Commissioners of 
the Treasury, AO 13/28; Auditor's Memorandum re Campbell's 
Annuity, n.d., AO 12/106, ff. 22, 23.
^David Blair to the Executive of Virginia, Richmond, 
Oct. 27, 1783, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers and other 
Manuscripts Preserved in the Capitol at Richmond, ed. by 
William P. Palmer, et al., 11 vols. (Richmond: Virginia State 
Library, 1875-1893; reprinted by Kraus Reprint Corp., 1968), 
III, 537.
16T 79/94, pp. 72-73, T 79/91, p. 120.
^ Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg; Dixon & Hunter) , Feb.
10, 1776, p.3, c.3.
18Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg; Dixon & Hunter), June
29, 1776, p.3, c .2.
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committees until some were ordered to leave in 1780.-*-®
Entrepreneurial talent was readily available during 
the war, however, once initial suspicion of British 
subjects and merchants had abated. A number of members of 
the pre-war merchant community remained in Fredericksburg 
serving in public offices and prosecuting a variety of 
private businesses. Among those were Charles Yates and 
his partners Daniel Payne and Edward Moore, all of whom 
became American citizens.2® Both James Hunters stayed in 
business in Virginia during the war, as did Benjamin Day 
and James Maury.23 In addition to such oldtimers, new 
men entered the business. John Brownlow, for example, 
began to import goods from the West Indies, and continued 
to do so long after Independence.22 Lacoste, Brumfield 
and Company opened during the war by operating the twelve- 
gun privateer, Precedent, against British shipping.23
l^Order, n -3. , 3n Calendar of Virginia State Papers, 
ed. by Palmer, et al., II, 279-280; Pension Application, 
Edward Elley, in The Revolution Remembered; Eyewitness 
Accounts of the War for Independence, ed, by John C. Dann 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980), p. 235.
2®Affidavit; n.d., Special Agents' Reports T 79/91, 
p. 30.
23Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to the Governor, Aug.
23, 1780, Yates Letterbook, p. 225.
22Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon & Nicolson),
Mar. 26, 1779, p.2, c.2.
23Palmer, et al., eds,. Calendar of Virginia State 
Papers, III, 65.
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Fredericksburg's location on main north-south and 
east-west roads insured that it would be a hub of activity 
during the Revolution. The principal road from Philadelphia 
and Alexandria south to the Carolinas passed through 
Fredericksburg. The roads from Virginia's Northern Neck 
and Middle Peninsula converged there and joined the road 
west to Winchester.^ In the early years of the war 
Virginia troops heading north passed through Fredericksburg 
where they received provisions for the journey. When the 
main military activity shifted south in 1779, 1780 and 1781, 
Fredericksburg again served as an important point for 
outfitting continental troops moving in that direction.
In addition, prisoners of war marching westward across the 
mountains often passed through the town.^ All this 
activity made Fredericksburg a key point in state and 
continental supply networks and created a large new market 
to supplement the local domestic market. Much of the town's 
business talent was directed toward overcoming shortages of 
cash and the lack of public confidence toward merchants so 
that essential goods and services could be provided to the 
army.
24Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, pp. 90-92; Major 
Langborne to Major Richard Claiborne, June 14, 1781, in 
Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by Palmer, et al.,
II, 158.
25pension Application, Edward Elley, in The Revolution 
Remembered, ed. by Dann, p. 234.
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Both state and continental authorities established 
facilities in Fredericksburg to collect and distribute food 
and military supplies. The Virginia Committee of Safety 
appointed James Hunter, Jr., commissary for the public store 
in Fredericksburg in March 1776 and charged him with taking 
care of the receipt, safe keeping, and delivery of food and 
e q u i p m e n t . H e  also served as continental assistant 
commissary purchaser in Fredericksburg after the Continental 
Congress established a magazine of provisions there in the 
summer of 1777. In that capacity he bought pork, beans, peas, 
and Indian corn for the use of the continental a r m y . 27 in 
both positions Hunter served under William Aylett, who 
became continental deputy commissary general of purchases 
for the state of Virginia in April 1776,28 and state agent 
and commissary of the public store in Williamsburg in 
December 1776.29 The state office required Aylett and his 
subordinates to obtain, in addition to food, all necessary 
supplies for Virginia forces, and to purchase and export
2®Palmer, et al. , eds., Calendar of Virginia State 
Papers, VIII,
^ Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon & Hunter) , Nov. 
28, 1777, p.2, c.l.
^Victor Leroy Johnson, The Administration of the 
American Commissariat During the Revolutionary War (Philadel­
phia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1941), p. 179.
2^H.R. Mcllwaine, et al., eds., Journals of the Council 
of the State of Virginia, 4 vols. (Richmond: Virginia State 
Library, 1931-1967), I, 296.
104-
Virginia produce to foreign ports in order to buy these 
necessities,30
The stores established by Congress and the state 
government were intended to eliminate the practice of line 
officers impressing provisions from the people at large and 
issuing certificates. Instead, supplies in Virginia were 
to be issued only from commissaries located in 
Fredericksburg, Williamsburg, Petersburg, Manchester, Hanover 
Courthouse, Leesburg, Alexandria, Winchester, and 
Charlottesville. Aylett advertised that "it is expected 
that officers on their march with men will apply and 
receive at one place a sufficiency to carry them to the 
next." If officers had to impress goods, he added, they 
should pay for them in cash rather than with certificates 
and apply for reimbursement at the next commissary.
The stores never completely fulfilled the intent, and 
both state and continental supply systems underwent 
repeated changes in structure and personnel during the war. 
Nonetheless, Fredericksburg remained a critical collection 
and distribution center throughout the Revolution.
The state supply system was reorganized in late 1777 
when William Aylett resigned his offices amidst complaints
3^Ibid.
31Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg; Dixon & Hunter), Nov. 
13, 1778, p7i, c.lT.
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from infantry and artillery officers that he had grossly 
overcharged for goods at the store. ‘ The legislature 
separated the two jobs held by Aylett33 and established a 
system of agents to deliver goods directly to regimental 
encampments for sale at rates set by the Governor and 
C o u n c i l . w h e n  Virginia troops continued to be improperly 
clothed and investigations revealed that supplies for 
Virginia troops had mistakenly been delivered to the
O C
continental quartermaster, 3 the state supply system was 
again reorganized and placed under the supervision of a
*3 f
state Board of Trade in May 1779. In the meantime, James 
Hunter, Jr., resigned his position at the Fredericksburg 
public store in early 1778.3  ^ As a private merchant he 
subsequently sold foodstuffs, clothing, and cloth to the
3 2 j o u r n a l  Qf the House of Delegates of the Commonwealth 
of Virginia (RichmondT Thomas White, 1827), Oct. 1777 term, 
p. 114.
33Mcllwaine, et al., eds., Journals of the Council,
II, 40.
•^William Waller Hening, ed., The Statutes at Large: 
Beincf a Collection of All the Laws of~Virginia from the First 
Session of the Legislature IiTthe Year 1619, 13 vols. (Rich­
mond , 1619-1823; reprinted by Jamestown Foundation of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, 1969), IX, 343, 344,
35Journal of the House, Oct, 17 7 8 term, pp. 49, 71,
36Ibid., May 1779 term, p, 17.
37Coakley, "The Two James Hunters," 17,
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state for the Fredericksburg commissary of stores.-*8 The 
Board of Trade and its successor, the Commercial Agent, 
continued to supervise the public store until it was dis­
continued in late 1780.39
Like the state system, the continental system was 
reorganized in the summer of 1777,4® William Aylett 
continued to serve as deputy commissary general of purchases 
until his death in 1780, when in November he was succeeded 
by Robert Forsyth.'**- Forsyth's task at that time was made 
difficult by two factors. First, as the south became a 
major theater of operations after 1779,42 large numbers of 
troops again moved through Virginia. Second, by early 1780 
Congress had reached the end of its resources and abandoned 
its commissary arrangements in favor of state responsibility 
for provisioning the army. After that the continental 
commissary general's department determined what the army
38Board of Trade Minute Book, Nov. 27, 1779-April 7,
1780, Virginia State Archives, Auditor's Item 13, entry for 
Nov. 30, 1779; James Hunter, Jr., Fredericksburg, to the 
Board of Trade, Nov. 2, 1779, Virginia Board of Trade Papers, 
Brock Collection, Box I, Huntington Library, San Marino, 
California, consulted on microfilm at the Colonial Williams­
burg Foundation.
38Journal of the House, May 1780 term, 75; Hening, ed., 
Statutes, X, 373-374.
48Johnson, Administration of the American Commissariat, 
pp. 72-74.
41Ibid., pp. 74, 186.
42Ibid., p. 178.
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needed and assigned the proportion of the requirements each 
state should furnish.4** Both George Washington and James 
Madison urgently wrote home about the need for Virginia to 
take steps to supply its own troops with food as well as 
clothing. Washington observed that the continental 
magazines were not well stocked and that "the probability 
of a continuance of the War to the Southward . . . makes 
it essentially necessary that every measure should be taken 
to procure supplies of Cloathing for Virginia troops."44 
Madison underlined the need for state action commenting 
that Congress could "neither enlist pay nor feed a single 
soldier . . . .  Unless the legislatures are sufficiently 
attentive to this change of circumstances and act in 
conformity to it every thing must necissarily . . . come 
to a total stop.1'4^
Virginia responded to the new demands on its pro­
curement system in several ways. The Board of War immediately 
directed the Board of Trade to determine what supplies the
43ibid., pp. 161-162, 186.
44George Washington, Morris Town, to Thomas Jefferson, 
April 15, 1780, in The Papers of Thomas Jefferson, ed, by
Julian P. Boyd, et al., 19 vols. in progress (Princeton 
University Press, 1950- ), III, 352-353,
45James Madison, Philadelphia, to Thomas Jefferson,
May 6, 17 80, in The Papers of Thomas Jefferson, ed, by Boyd,
et al., Ill, 370.
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commissary of stores and state clothier general had on hand 
and to contract with people who could travel to purchase the 
additional number of hats, shoes, overalls, shirts, and 
blankets state troops would need on their march south.4®
The legislature authorized commissioners to seize privately- 
owned provisions in counties east of the Alleghany Mountains, 
and resolved to have public arms repaired immediately.47 
In its 1780 and 1781 sessions the legislature also passed 
laws allowing impressment of food, tent linen, horses, 
wagons, boats and crews.4® It also passed specific tax 
legislation, and to facilitate collection and distribution 
of supplies it replaced the Board of Trade with a single 
executive officer, the Commercial Agent.4®
At Fredericksburg commissaries and commissioners of 
the specific tax collected food and military supplies from 
a large part of the state, and quartermasters arranged for 
its transportation to the armies. To coordinate the 
activities of the various officers responsible for some part 
of the supply system Virginia adopted a new plan for the 
state quartermaster's department in January 1781. The plan
4 * > B o a r d  Qf Trade Minute Book, entry for March 17, 1780.
47Journal of the House, May 1780 term, pp. 35-36, 38,
44.
4®Hening, ed., Statutes, X, 233-237, 309-315, 344,346, 
413-416, 437.
4®Hening, ed., Statutes, X, 338-343; Journal of the 
House, May 17 80 term, p. 75.
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intended to eliminate delays and define areas of authority, 
established nine assistant deputy quartermasters throughout 
the state and gave each broad powers to enlist the help of 
civil authorities in securing private boats and wagons for 
public use when state equipment was not available. Since 
Fredericksburg was on "the great line of Communication from 
Philadelphia to the Southern Army through this State," it 
was designated as one of the principle posts. Richard 
Young, the assistant deputy quartermaster at Fredericksburg 
governed the department's activities in Northumberland, 
Lancaster, Richmond, Westmoreland, King George, Stafford, 
Fauquier, Spotsylvania, Caroline, King and Queen, Essex, 
and Middlesex Counties.-®
Young received substantial amounts of corn, oats, and 
hay from the commissioners of the specific tax throughout 
1781. He collected 2,802 bushels of corn in February,
I,370 in March, 1,142 in April, 2,301 in May, and 1,839 in 
July.51 Using one estimate that per capita corn consumption 
in eighteenth-century Virginia was about 11 bushels per year,
, an army of 1,500 would have required about 1,37 5 bushels per 
month and might well have been supplied with corn by the
5®Plan for the Quartermaster's Department, Jan. 1, 1781, 
in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by Palmer, et al.,
II, 157-160.
^General Return of Articles Received from the State 
of Virginia in the quarter Masters depart by Richd Young 
ADMQ at Fredericksburg from the 1st of January 1781 to the
31 of Decemr inclusive, Virginia State Archives, Richard 
Young Papers, folder 1,
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amounts collected at F r e d e r i c k s b u r g . 52 while part of the 
wheat and corn for the specific tax for 1780 was not 
delivered to Young and Robert Forsyth until the spring of 
17 82,^ one of the commissioners, Charles Yates, did receive 
much of the tobacco collected in taxes and sold it in the 
state's b e h a l f . 54 Ammunition was also forwarded to 
Fredericksburg from Maryland and was distributed through the 
quartermaster.55
Transportation was always difficult to arrange. When 
arms arrived in Fredericksburg in 1780 it was considered to 
be too dangerous to ship them down the Chesapeake by water 
as “one of the Vessells is very L e a k y . " 5 6  Therefore wagons 
had to be used on that and many other occasions. Young found 
himself repeatedly confronted by demands for large numbers
-*^ The estimate of consumption is in Klingaman, 
"Significance of Grain," 273.
53charles Yates and Thomas Colson, Commissioners of the 
Specific Tax in Spotsylvania County for 1780, Fredericksburg, 
to the Governor, April 12, 1782, Yates Letterbook, p. 233.
54charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to the Governor, July
4, 1780; Charles Yates, memorandum, Oct. 24, 1780; Charles
Yates to the Governor, Feb. 22, 1781, Yates Letterbook, pp.
221, 229, 231.
55Maj. Richard Claiborne, Richmond, to the Governor,
April 9, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by
Palmer, et al., IlT 23.
5®p. Muhlenburg, Fredericksburg, to Richard Young, Aug.
11, 1780, Richard Young Papers, folder 1.
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of wagons, especially in the spring and summer of 1781 as 
Lafayette attempted to counter the British invasion of 
Virginia that had sent the legislature packing across the 
Blue Ridge, and then later as the American and French armies 
began to converge on Yorktown. In April, for example. Young 
received one day's notice to send as many wagons as he could 
to Alexandria to meet Lafayette and 1,500 men.®7 Since 
Young received only nine wagons from the commonwealth by 
the end of 1781,58 he often had either to hire or impress 
private wagons. He met resistance from owners despite the 
authority he had been granted, and sometimes had to resort 
to using his private credit to secure the necessary
CQ
transportation. 7
Nevertheless, sapplies for the American and French 
armies poured through Fredericksburg in the summer and 
fall of 1781. Ammunition and muskets were forwarded to 
Lafayette in July and August,®® and others were repaired
57James Hendricks, Alexandria, to Richard Young, April 
19, 17 81, Richard Young Papers, folder 1.
58General Return of Articles Received from the State of 
Virginia . . . , Richard Young Papers, folder 1.
5^Col. Davies, War Office, to the Governor, April 12, 
1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by Palmer, 
et al., 11^ 52.
®°General Weedon to Col. William Davies, July 7, 1781? 
Capt. J. Pryor, Fredericksburg, to Col. William Davies, Aug. 
27, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by Palmer, 
et al., II, 209, 364.
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and sent on in September.6  ^ A deposit for forage was 
established in town in September as part of a chain of 
stations between Georgetown and Hanover Courthouse.6^
Agents purchased salt, oats, spirits, and bacon and dis­
tributed them through F r e d e r i c k s b u r g , * ^  and cattle from 
the western part of the state were driven to town to be 
slaughtered and salted.64 Baggage trains for the French 
army investing Yorktown also passed through Fredericksburg 
on their way to the seige.
James Mercer, writing to Thomas Jefferson in April 
1781, best summarized Fredericksburg's importance to the 
Revolutionary supply system. Claiming that "there is not 
one spot in the State so generally usefull in our military 
operations," he observed
Full one-third of all new Levies rendezvous here;
all Troops from North to South & South to North
61Capt. Richard Young, Fredericksburg, to Col. Davies, 
Sept. 11, 1781, ibid., II, 414.
2Maj. Claiborne, Richmond, to Col. Davies, Sept. 3, 
1781, ibid., II, 382.
*>3john Harmanson & William Scott, Northampton County, 
to Col. Davies, Aug. 20, 1781, ibid., II, 348; Thomas Towles 
to Thomas Clayton, Aug 9, 1781, Richard Young Papers, folder 
2 .
64Col. Ephraim Blaine, Fredericksburg, to Gov. Nelson, 
Nov. 16, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by 
Palmer, et al., II, 606.
*>5q o v . Thomas Lee to Gov. Nelson, Sept. 21, 1781, ibid., 
II, 477.
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must pass through this Town, where wagons are 
repaired, horses shoed & many other &c for which 
they could not proceed on without. The Troops 
get provisions here to the next State &, no 
place is so convenient to a very extensive & 
productive Country for the reception of Grain & 
other Articles of Provision.66
The need to feed and equip the armies moving through
Virginia produced a number of backward and final demand
linkages. Businesses emerged to move and process foodstuffs
and to service the transportation system. Butchering and
meat preparation, for example, were essential services.
James Hunter, Jr., bought a tannery where he proposed to
prepare state-owned hides for use as shoes or harnesses.67
James Hunter, Sr., the ironmaster, also serviced waggoners.
Berryman Green an assistant deputy quartermaster, wrote
Richard Young of the need for wagon chains and urged him to
"set this business [of manufacturing chains] in motion at
Mr. Hunter's works, I do not mean chains for traces only,
6 8but all kinds necessary for Wagon Gier." In addition to 
serving the transportation system, Hunter's iron works and 
the state arms manufactory in Fredericksburg also made 
equipment and weapons used by the armed forces.
66James Mercer, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Jefferson, 
April 14, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by 
Palmer, et al., II, 39.
67James Hunter, Jr., Fredericksburg, to the Board of 
Trade, Dec. 7, 1779, Virginia Board of Trade Papers, Brock 
Collection, Box I; James Hunter, Jr., Fredericksburg, to 
Duncan Rose, Dec. 28, 1779, ibid.
6®Berryman Green, Richmond, to Richard Young, April 6, 
17 81, Richard Young Papers, folder 1.
James Hunter's iron works near Fredericksburg were
"the leading Virginian iron works" at the outbreak of the
Revolution according to one h i s t o r i a n . D u r i n g  the war
they supplied equipment and arms for both the armed forces
and the domestic consumer as well as iron, steel, and coal
7  nto the state-owned gun factory nearby. u Just before the
71Revolution Hunter expanded his works to include a forge,
and by the summer of 1775 he had opened a small arms 
7  7manufactory manned by artisans whom his manager, John
7  ^Strode, had attracted from Philadelphia. In addition to
the forge and small arms factory. Hunter's works included
74a slitting mill, a wire mill, and a steel furnace.
German traveller Johann Schopf referred to the complex in
the early 1780's as "one of the finest and most considerable
iron works in North America," and observed that there were
75very few rolling and slitting mills in America.
6®Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 71.
70Ibid., p. 74.
71See above, p . 93 .
7  7Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 70,
7^Coakley, "The Two James Hunters," 19.
7^Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 69,
7^Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p. 63.
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The state encouraged Hunter to expand his iron works 
at the beginning of the war with contracts and grants of 
mining rights. In June 1776 Hunter showed the Virginia 
convention a sample musket, bayonet, sheath, and steel ram­
rod that his factory produced and was promptly awarded a 
contract for as many as he could produce in a year.7® The 
legislature renewed the contract the following June.77 In 
the meantime the ironmaster requested the legislature to 
encourage his works by granting him the right to mine iron 
ore in the neighborhood and erect smelting furnaces nearby,
and to exempt his labor from military service, and his teams
7  fland wagons from impressment. The legislature quickly 
acceded, granting Hunter 2 00 acres of the Accokeek furnace 
tract in Stafford County and the right to explore unimproved
land within the tract and within a thirty-mile radius of it
- 79for iron.
The Hunter complex was a major supplier of arms, 
ammunition, anchors, and camp equipment throughout the 
Revolution. In addition to his contracts for guns and 
bayonets, Hunter was involved in making anchors for the
76Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, pp. 70-71,
77Journal of the House, May 1777 term, pp. 94-95,
7 ft/aBruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, pp. 71-74,
7^Journal of the House, May 1777 term, p. 61; Hening, 
ed. Statutes, IX, 302-306,
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Virginia and Maryland navies by 1777.88 Things did not
always run smoothly. For example, production fell behind
81because of lack of pit coal. Hunter's relationship with
state officials was not always cordial, which caused
further problems. On one occasion State Agent Thomas Smith
refused to deal directly with Hunter, but ordered his
assistant, Benjamin Day
please to contract with James Hunter the Old and 
Noted Rappahannock Jew, for such anchors as 
described below, they are much wanted, and as a 
former circumstance forbids my having anything 
to do with the said Hunter whom I most heartily 
dispise, be pleased to obtain them upon the best 
term you can make with the Israelite . , . .82
Nevertheless, Hunter filled many of the state needs. In
the summer of 17 80 the iron works completed an order for
1.000 guns and 500 axes for Governor Jefferson.8  ^ The 
following February Hunter set about supplying an additional
Q 4
order of 1,000 muskets placed by the governor. ’ While 
keeping up with state orders, Hunter simultaneously supplied
130.000 pounds of axes, kettles, and other implements to the
88Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 72,
8^Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Pleasants, 
Jr., April 3, 1778, Yates Letterbook, p. 198.
8^Thomas Smith, Williamsburg, to Benjamin Day, Jan.
25, 1779, Records of the State Agent, Williamsburg, Thomas 
Smith Letterbook, Nov. 10, 1778-May 8, 1779, Virginia State 
Archives.
S^Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 74.
84Ibid.
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8 5Continental Army under General Gates. As the armies moved 
toward Yorktown, Hunter found himself called upon to supply
Q g
shot for the siege. James Mercer's letter to Thomas 
Jefferson aptly summarized the importance of the iron works 
to the war effort. "I am sure I need not tell you," Mercer 
wrote,
that it is from Mr. Hunter's Works that every Camp 
Kettle has been supplyed for the Continental & all 
other Troops employed in this State & to the South­
ward this year past— that all the Anchors for this 
State & Maryland & some for the Continent have been 
procured from the same works; that without these 
works we have no other resource for these articles, 
and that without the assistance of the Bar Iron 
made there, even the planters hereabouts & to the 
Southward of this place wou'd not be able to make 
Bread to eat . . . . ®7
Despite the iron works' role in supplying essential 
equipment the legislature in 1780 withdrew the exemption 
from military service which Hunter's artisans had enjoyed.®® 
The action crippled Hunter's operation since even the 
workers who were not drafted for service fled to the state 
gun factory where they could still receive exemption.®^
85Ibid.
®®James Hendricks, Alexandria, to Richard Young, April 
24, 1781, Richard Young Papers, folder 1.
®7James Mercer, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Jefferson, 
April 14, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by 
Palmer, et al., II, 39.
ft ftBruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 75*
89Maj. Richard Claiborne, Richmond, to Governor 
Jefferson, March 26, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State 
Papers, ed. by Palmer, et al., I, 594.
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By January 1781 Hunter reported to the governor that
so many of his workmen had left that he had discontinued his
small arms factory and was not able to repair guns. The
situation prompted Major Richard Claiborne to ask that the
draft exemption be restored so that the iron works could
finish items already contracted. The legislature did
restore the exemption in March and Hunter subsequently
gathered laborers enough to continue making weapons ordered 
91by the state. However, when the works were threatened 
by British troops in May, Hunter was forced to evacuate 
and reported to Jefferson that everything was at a stand­
still as far as manufacturing was concerned.®2 Protesting 
"the little attention" the state gave the works at the end 
of the war, Hunter discharged all his workers in December 
1781.93
After the victory at Yorktown the market for Hunter's 
goods rapidly disappeared. Virginia still needed facilities 
for gun repair, but was unable to provide Hunter with the 
business he needed to keep his plant in operation. One 
officer in charge of weapon repair suggested appropriating
90Ibid.; James Hunter, xredericksburg, to Governor 
Jefferson, Jan. 27, 1781, ibid., I, 464,
91Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p, 75.
92James Hunter, Stafford County to Governor Jefferson, 
May 30, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed, by 
Palmer, et al., II, 130.
93James Hunter, Fredericksburg, to Col. Davies, April 
22, 1782, ibid.; Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 76.
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state taxes for the Fredericksburg iron works, observing
that "Mr Hunter is the only one who can be depended upon
'tho he has been so much abused by the Public that there
94remains but [this] one way to engage him farther." The 
state's financial condition after the Revolution forbade 
such a course of action and the works closed. After 
Hunter's death in 1785 the complex was offered for sale for 
about one-third of its original cost, since "they had 
gone much to decay from the want of funds to keep them 
employed."95
The state arms manufactory was the second major 
industrial enterprise founded in Fredericksburg to meet the 
wartime demand for weapons. The factory was created by the 
Virginia convention in July 1775 and funded by a E2,500 
advance. Fielding Lewis, Charles Dick, Mann Page, Jr.,
William Fitzhugh, and Samuel Selden were named commissioners 
to establish the operation.^6 Lewis, a planter with con­
siderable business experience, and brother-in-law of 
George Washington, along with Dick, a planter-merchant, 
were the two commissioners who established the factory and 
brought it into operation.9? The convention chose
94J. Pryor to William Davies, May 4, 1782, Executive 
Department Papers, Governor's Office, Letters Received, Jan­
uary 1782-April 1782, Virginia State Archives.
95t 79/91, p. 131.
®®Hening, ed.. Statutes, IX, 71-73.
®7Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 34.
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Fredericksburg as the site of the gun factory because the 
town was already the location of a thriving iron industry 
and had access to supplies of pig iron from Maryland. The 
state bought two acres of land adjacent to the town from 
Richard Brooke as a location for the works. In addition, 
the government rented two acres of land and a mill site 
for grinding gun barrels, ramrods, bayonets, and files from
q a
Mrs. Roger Dixon.
The factory opened about eighteen months after the 
ordinance authorizing it had passed the convention.®®
Much of its work was repairing old muskets. Among the first 
jobs it undertook was to replace the locks which Lord 
Dunmore had had removed from the muskets in the Williamsburg 
magazine. By February 1776 that task was nearly complete, 
and the single skilled lock maker the factory employed had 
used the work to train a number of other men. By early 
March of the same year Fielding Lewis reported that, 
although the factory had not made a single musket, the 
workers were able to turn out about thirty gun locks per 
week, and that he had on hand a supply of forged gun barrels 
which his men were getting ready for stockers. By the end 
of 1776 the factory was evidently producing completed 
muskets, for the state placed an order with the commissioners
98Ibid., 32-34; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col.
Davies, May 10, 1782, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, 
ed. by Palmer, et al., III, 159-160.
QQ
Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 34.
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to supply carbines for two troops of cavalry. Throughout
the war the Fredericksburg factory continued to repair
damaged muskets as well as produce new ones. In January
1781 Charles Dick wrote the governor that some townsmen and
women had helped the factory's workers produce over 100 guns
and more than 20,000 cartridges and bullets to supply the
Spotsylvania and Caroline County militias.I®3 Later that
spring Dick wrote Governor Jefferson, " . . .  it is amazing
the quantity of arms old and new that have been drawn from
in?this place since Jany last." Dick claimed that a full
complement of artisans working uninterrupted with sufficient 
funds could produce 100 stand of arms per month.103 James 
Mercer commented on the factory's importance as a repair 
facility, telling Jefferson that "without it, all of our 
Arms, however so little injured would be useless to us."3®^ 
Even after the battle of Yorktown, Dick and his craftsmen 
continued to make and repair weapons. They completed arms
100Robert L. Miller, "Fredericksburg Manufactory 
Muskets," Military Collector & Historian, 3(1951), 64.
101Maj. Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to the Governor, 
Jan. 4, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by 
Palmer, et al., 1^  416.
i02Quoted in Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 36.
103Ibid., p. 35.
James Mercer, Fredericksburg, to Gov, Jefferson,
April 14, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by
Palmer, et al., II, 39.
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for all the state's dragoons in the spring of 1782, and took 
in 800 damaged muskets from Gloucester County for repairs,1®^ 
But by 1782 the state had begun to phase out the factory, 
and with a reduced labor force it took the workers two 
months to repair 133 of the damaged muskets. Still, in the 
same period they forwarded 30 guns and 600 cartridges to 
Essex County,1®6 and another 100 to Westmoreland.1®7
The Fredericksburg Manufactory was a fairly large op­
eration for its day. The number of workers it employed in 
the first years of operation is unknown, although Fielding 
Lewis told George Washington that the single master lock maker 
was training "many" workers in his craft. In order to assist 
the gun factory in maintaining a skilled work force, and in 
order to build up a class of trained artisans, the legis­
lature in 1777 passed an apprenticeship act which admitted 
white youths to the factory to be trained.1®® The earliest 
records which mention specific numbers of workers needed to
10®Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to the Governor, Jan.
4, 1782, ibid., I, 416; Col. William Davies, War Office to 
the Governor, Mar. 7, 1782, ibid., III, 8 6; Charles Dick, 
Fredericksburg, to Col, Davies, May 10, 1782, ibid., Ill, 
159-160; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col Davies, June 
29, 1782, ibid., III, 200,
106Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col, Davies, Sept,
4, 1782, ibid., III, 287; Col. W. Roane, Essex County, to
Col, Davies, Aug. 23, 1782, ibid,, III, 267.
1®7Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col, Davies, July
16, 1782, ibid., III, 218-219,
108Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, pp. 36-37.
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operate the factory date to 17 82, after the legislature
began to wind down the operation. These figures, even
though some are optimistic budget proposals, do suggest the
size of the factory during the peak of its operation. In
June 1782 Dick had 19 workmen and five apprentices employed
at the arms factory. His comment to Col. Davies that he
expected to get more once the harvest was completed suggests
that the factory made a practice of employing seasonal farm
labor to supplement its regular artisans and apprentices.
It also suggests that Dick felt that a workforce of 24 was
109too small to operate the plant at full production. Dick's
budget proposal for 1783, and his correspondence with the
Virginia war office, indicate how understaffed he thought
he was. In May 1782 he told Col. Davies that he could
110employ between twenty and forty workers, and m  preparing 
his budget for 1783 he requested a master workman, 30 
artisans, and three slaves to serve as laborers.m Davies 
himself had asked the governor to plan to provide for at 
least fifty men at the gun factory  ^ Probably both the
10®Maj. Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col. Davies, 
June 29, 1782, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by 
Palmer, et al., III^ 200; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to 
Col. Davies, Sept. 12, 1782, ibid., III, 305.
HOcharles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col* Davies, May
10, 1782, ibid., III, 159-160,
^ C h a r l e s  Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col, Davies, Oct.
24, 1782, ibid., III, 355.
william Davies, War Office, to the Governor,
Jan. 15, 1782, ibid., Ill, 22.
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secretary of war and the manager of the gun factory would 
have been well pleased to operate the factory with a labor 
force of 30-35 men, and this may have been approximately 
the number who did work there during the middle years of 
the war. Even the force of 24 in mid-1782 was twice as 
large as the force employed by Fredericksburg's largest 
enterprise in 1810.
Once Cornwallis' surrender removed the immediate 
military threat from Virginia, the market for the products 
of the Fredericksburg Arms Manufactory, like that for 
Hunter's iron works, virtually disappeared, and the state, 
faced with financial chaos, let the factory decline until 
it was disbanded in May 1783. rp^ gunnery stayed open
through the military emergency because of subsidies from 
Fielding Lewis, grants from the l e g i s l a t u r e a n d  the 
withholding of workers' pay. Charles Dick's correspondence 
shows how the factory became a victim of the state's fin­
ancial problems in 1781 and 1782. As early as August 1781 
he wrote Governor Nelson that "the want of Pay and scarcity 
of Bread" made his men "work with no Heart." In September 
be observed that, when the workers were paid, their sterling
l-^See below, chapter V.
H^Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 39.
-*-^^Reports on the Gun Manufactory indicating Lewis' 
subsidies are in Journal of the House, Oct. 1777 term, p. 50; 
Oct. 1778 term, p. 89; Oct. 1779 term, p. 54; and Oct. 1780 
term, p. 68.
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wages were paid in paper at a rate of 500 to 1, but that
they could buy goods in town at rates of no better than 600
or 800 to 1. Some merchants refused to accept paper money
at all. By January 1782 Dick complained that people would no
longer grant the state credit or accept paper money and that
he had been denied provisions, walnut plank, steel, and coal
to keep his manufactory operating.^® While he was able to
provide some food for his workers from the garden at the
factory, he was forced to request yard goods from the public
store so that the men could make trousers, shirts, shoes and
117stockings, the men "being entirely Ragged." Despite Dick's
repeated requests for cash, the best the state was able to do 
was to assign part of the specific taxes to the support of 
the workers. This was at best a stopgap measure, and Dick 
soon wrote that it was insufficient to meet his needs. The 
commissioners of the specific tax could not even supply him
H ^ C h a r l e s  Dick, Fredericksburg, to Gov. Nelson, Aug.
1, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by Palmer, 
et al., II, 260; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col. Davies, 
Sept. 1781, ibid., II, 411; Charles Dick Fredericksburg, to 
Col. Davies, Jan. 12, 1782, ibid., III, 17-18.
^ 7Charles Dick, Fredericksburg to Col. Davies, Sept.
12, 1782, ibid., III, 305; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to 
Col. Davies, Sept. 4, 1782, ibid., III, 287.
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with flour or b r e a d , B y  September 1782 the factory's
work force had declined to four artisans and two apprentices.
All Dick could do was to guard the property and equipment.
Col. Davies proposed that proceeds from the sale of damaged
1 2 0ordinance be used to meet the needs of the arms factory.
By the time Alexander Dick succeeded his father as super­
intendent in January 1783, there were only three artisans
left, and the younger Dick recommended that the state sell
121the land on which the gunnery stood.
The long term survival of the enterprises Virginia 
fostered during the Revolution depended on sufficient 
capitalization as well as on the existence of a domestic
Col. Davies, War Office, to the Governor, March 12, 
1782, ibid., III, 97-98; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to 
Col. Davies, June 8, 1782, ibid., III, 189; Charles Dick, 
Fredericksburg, to Col. Davies, May 10, 1782, ibid., III, 
159-169; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col. Davies, July 
16, 1782, ibid., III, 218-219.
1 1 q
Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col. Davies, Sept. 
12, 1782, ibid., III, 305; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to 
Col. Davies, Sept. 29, 1782, ibid., III, 334.
120Coi, Davies, War Office, to the Executive in Council 
Oct. 12, 1782, ibid., III, 345,
^■^Certificate, April 19, 1783, Westham Foundry Misc­
ellaneous Papers, Virginia State Archives; Maj, Alexander 
Dick to the Governor, Feb, 19, 1783, in Calendar of Virginia 
State Papers, ed, by Palmer, et al,, III, 438,
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market. The former, in turn, required a stable currency, 
which Revolutionary Virginia was never able to provide. 
Beginning in 1755, the colony had used paper money emissions 
to help underwrite economic advances.122 This paper money 
kept its value only as long as taxation retired emissions 
within specified time limits. During the Revolution, under 
pressure from wartime expenses and genuine price inflation, 
emissions quickly outstripped withdrawals. The solution to 
the problem was to increase government income by some 
method other than printing new money. Virginia sought to 
stabilize its currency by exporting tobacco. In theory, 
tobacco sales would increase the government's income and, 
by eliminating the middle man, lower expenses for imported 
war goods, reducing the need for large paper money issues.
Virginia's need to export tobacco altered the 
direction in which the Rappahannock economy had been moving 
since the 1760's. Before the Revolution wheat and corn 
shipments to Southern Europe and the West Indies had given 
local merchants extra profits and a measure of commercial 
independence. However, during the war state commercial 
agents repeatedly reported that only tobacco commanded cash
1 2  9  «E. James Ferguson, The Power of the Purse, A History
of American Public Finance, 17^6-17^0 (Chapel Hill: University
of North Carolina Press for the Institute of Early American
History and Culture, 1961), p. 14.
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123in the foreign markets. An attempt to market indigo 
failed,12  ^ and for a variety of reasons flour was a minor 
factor in the wartime Indies t r a d e .125 a result, the
Rappahannock tobacco trade was revitalized, and the West 
Indies became a major tobacco market for transshipment to 
Europe.
Virginia established accredited agents in French and 
Dutch West Indian ports beginning in the summer of 1776.12® 
The state consigned tobacco to the agents who, for a 2 1/2% 
commission, marketed it and used the proceeds to buy gun­
powder and small arms, medicine, oil, paper, sail cloth,
123See, for example, Van Bibber and Harrison, St.
Pierre, Martinique, to William Aylett, June 5, 1777 and June 
25, 1777, Loose Papers of the State Agent, Correspondence of 
William Aylett, 1775-1777, Virginia State Archives, Here­
after cited as Aylett Papers.
12^Coakley, "Virginia Commerce," 238-239.
12^Virginia flour was the least desirable of any avail­
able in Hispaniola because of its inferior quality. Further­
more, in order to conserve grain for domestic needs the 
Virginia legislature placed embargoes on flour exports and 
restricted distillation of spirits in 1777 and 1778. See 
Rawleigh Colston, Cape Francois, Hispaniola, to Thomas Smith, 
Sept. 11, 1778, Loose Papers of the State Agent, Correspondence
of Thomas Smith, July-Dee. 1778, Virginia State Archives;
Journal of the House, Oct. 1777 term, p. 136; Hening, ed., 
Statutes,~IX, 476-477, 530-532.
12®Van Bibber and Harrison, St. Eustatia, to President 
of the Council of Safety, June 14, 1776, Loose Papers of the 
State Agent, Papers of Van Bibber and Harrison, Virginia State 
Archives; Mcllwaine, et al., eds., Journals of the Council, I
114, 140, 233; II, 227, 241. ™
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1 27and material for soldiers clothes.
The trade in Virginia was initially coordinated by
the Committee of Safety, but when William Aylett became
commissary of the public store in December 177 6, part of his
charge was to purchase and export Virginia produce to foreign
ports in order to procure necessities of war. When Aylett
128resigned his office in 1777, Thomas Smith succeeded him 
with responsibility for exchanging Virginia goods for 
military wares abroad.I29 The state directed Smith to 
appoint agents at the heads of the Rappahannock, Potomac, 
York, James, and Appomattox rivers and on the Eastern Shore 
and in Suffolk. These agents were to purchase tobacco and 
forward it to collection points for e x p o r t . S m i t h ' s  
first choice for the Rappahannock agency was George 
Washington's brother-in-law. Fielding Lewis, who turned down
12^Van Bibber and Harrison, St. Pierre, Martinique, to 
William Aylett, June 5, 1777, Aylett Papers; Bill of Lading 
for the "Liberty," William Ivey, St. Eustatia, n.d., ibid., 
Receipt signed by John Pasteur, St. Eustatia, April 5, 1777, 
ibid., Bill of Lading for schooner "Molly," Thomas Conway,
St. Pierre, Martinique, June 5, 1777, ibid.; Bill of Lading 
for sloop "Virginia," William Sargeant, St. Eustatia, June 
19, 1777, ibid.
128See above, p, 105.
^ ^ Journal of the House, Oct, 1777 term, p, 114,
i30plan for organizing state trade, n.d,, n,p,, Aylett 
Papers; Rappahannock, Potomac, and York tobacco was to be 
sent on small, fast boats to the Eastern Shore,
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the appointment, recommending Charles Yates and Daniel 
131Payne instead. At Lewis' request Yates and Payne
accepted the job on an interim basis, I32 j^ ut dosed their 
account with the state in May 1778 when Benjamin Day 
accepted the past.^33
The young merchant's task was made difficult by the 
complete disruption of the pre-war tobacco marketing system, 
and by the phenomenal rise in the price of tobacco. Before 
the war planters had come to sell their crops at buyers1 
stores, or had met their at the Williamsburg merchants' 
meeting. They did not do so during the Revolution, so a 
buyer had to travel great distances in the back country to 
find tobacco for sale.-1-34 The many newcomers to the trade 
made bargaining treacherous. Day was apprehensive about 
receiving marketable tobacco when any "cobler of the lowest
l31Fielding Lewis to Thomas Smith, March 14, 1778, Loose 
Papers of the State Agent, Correspondence of Thomas Smith,
Jan.-June 1778, Virginia State Archives.
i32Charles Yates and Daniel Payne, Fredericksburg, to 
Thomas Smith, March 30, 1778, Smith Papers, Jan.-June 1778; 
Fielding Lewis to Thomas Smith, Mar. 31, 1778, ibid.; Thomas 
Smith, Williamsburg, to Fielding Lewis, Mar. 19, 1778, Records 
of the State Agent, Williamsburg, Thomas Smith Letterbook,
Dec. 26, 1777-Nov. 7, 1773, Virginia State Archives.
■^33Charles Yates, Tredericksburg, to Thomas Smith, May 
12, 1778, Smith Papers, Jan.-June 1778; Charles Yates and 
Daniel Payne, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Smith, May 25, 177 8, 
ibid.
l34Charles Yates and Daniel Payne, Fredericksburg, to
Thomas Smith, Mar. 30, 1778, ibid.
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rank . . . lays his awl aside, reads the Papers, and talks
135learnedly on the Subject of Trade and Navigation.'
Matters were further complicated by planters avoiding the 
inspection warehouses. By March 1779 neither of 
Fredericksburg's public warehouses, Royston's and the 
Fredericksburg, was holding inspections,^® By 1780 other 
warehouse proprietors, including those at Falmouth, com­
plained of reduced incomes from "the great diminution in 
quantity of the tobacco received for several years past."137 
The result of these factors was that purchasers had to work 
harder and pay more for smaller amounts of poorer tobacco 
than their pre-war counterparts.
The worst problem the purchasing agents faced was the 
rapid rise in the price of tobacco. Day bought tobacco on 
the Rappahannock and Potomac Rivers. In June 1778 Smith 
directed him to concentrate on the latter in the hope of 
avoiding competition with speculative buyers. Never-
the less, between mid-July 1778 and mid-February 1779 Day
135Benjamin Day, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Smith, Aug. 
17, 1778, ibid.
136yirqinia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon and Nicolson), 
March 26, 1779, p.2, c.2.
137Petition of sundry persons Proprietors of Public 
Tobacco Inspections, Dec. 15, 1780, Legislative Petitions, 
Spotsylvanis County, 1776-1784, Virginia State Archives.
138Thomas Smith, Williamsburg, to Benjamin Day, June
9, 1778, Smith Letterbook, 1777-1778, ff, 62, 64.
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reported an increase in purchase price of over 3 00%, from
60 s. a hundredweight to £8,7,6 a hundredweight. He
139expected the price to rise still further to £10.
Competition among buyers was at the heart of the prob­
lem. By early 1777 Philadelphia merchants in Virginia had 
begun to bid up prices and drain tobacco northward.140 As 
late as June 1778 Thomas Smith expressed fear that, although 
"the Enthusiastic Spirit of Speculation" had not yet reached 
the Rappahannock and Potomac areas, large purchases of goods 
by the Governor and Council from a French trader would lead 
tobacco sellers to raise prices as the state sought to 
obtain their crops in order to make payment. Smith assured
Day, however, that there was sufficient inventory on hand to
141make the remittance and no shortage was likely to develop.
Even so, James Hunter, Jr., who was also buying tobacco for 
the state, reported price increases similar to the ones noted 
by Day, increases he attributed "more [to] the number of Pur­
chasers than [the] want of [tobacco] here, or encouragement at
^•^Benjamin Day, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Smith, July
13, 1778, Smith Papers, July-Dee, 1778; Benjamin Day, Fred­
ericksburg, to Thomas Smith, Feb, 8, 1779, Loose Papers of 
the State Agent, Correspondence of Thomas Smith, Jan,'-May 
177 9, Virginia State Archives,
•^4^Coakley, "Virginia Commerce," p, 32,
141Thomas Smith, Williamsburg, to Benjamin Day, June 9,
1778, Smith Letterbook, 1777-1778, ff. 62, 64.
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Foreign Markets."142 Three weeks later Day wrote, "the 
Demand [for tobacco] is in every Quarter so great, that any 
Quantity may be disposed of, and at almost any Price."^-4^
At the same time the price for tobacco in Virginia 
was rising, the selling price in the West Indies was 
plummeting. Agents in St. Eustatia, Martinique, and 
Hispaniola reported difficulty getting satisfactory prices 
in exchange for goods and complete inability to sell tobacco 
for cash by late 1778.^44 Between July and September 177 8 
the price of tobacco in Martinique fell by 47% when the 
French declaration of war against Britain forced up freight 
and insurance rates between the islands and France.l4  ^ In 
the still-neutral Dutch island of St. Eustatia the price 
fell a less dramatic 12% between the spring of 1777 and 
summer of 1778, a drop which agent John Ball attributed to
14^james Hunter, Stafford, to Thomas Smith, July 14,
1778, Smith Papers, July-Dee. 1778; James Hunter, Stafford, 
to Thomas Smith, Aug. 3, 177 8, ibid.
^^Benjamin Day, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Smith, Aug.
17, 1778, ibid.
144John Ball, St. Eustatia, to Thomas Smith, Aug. 31, 
1778, ibid.; Richard Harrison, St. Pierre, Martinique, to 
Thomas Smith, Sept. 30, 177 8, ibid.; Rawleigh Colston, Cape 
Francois, to Thomas Smith, Aug7 12*7 1778, ibid.
1^5Richard Harrison, St. Pierre, Martinique, to Thomas 
Smith, July 16, 1778, Board of Trade Loose Papers, 1779-1780, 
Virginia State Archives; Richard Harrison, St. Pierre, 
Martinique, to Thomas Smith, Sept. 30, 1778, Smith Papers, 
July-Dee. 1778.
134.
14 6a lack of ships rather than a declining European market.
Caught in this price squeeze, the Virginia government was
unable to supplement its income sufficiently either to
support its currency or to acquire war goods to the extent
147it has hoped except briefly at the beginning of the war.
Limited as it had been, the state trade all but dried 
up after 1779, victim of undercapitalization, lack of ships, 
and the British blockade.-*-48 The importance of the tobacco 
of the Rappahannock district to the trade's ability to 
supply necessities at the beginning of the war is under­
emphasized by the Virginia treasury records. The treasury 
received tobacco duties from the Rappahannock Naval District 
in May and December 17 78. After that, only Elizabeth City, 
Hampton, and Northampton Districts paid duties into the 
treasury, and their last payment was in November, 1779. In 
May 1778 payments from the Rappahannock District were the 
fourth highest of the six reporting districts, accounting 
for 8% of the duties received. South Quay, York, and 
Accomack collected more, while the Upper James and Portsmouth 
Districts received less. In December the Rappahannock was
148John Ball, St, Eustatia, to William Aylett, Feb. 9, 
1777, Aylett Papers; Van Bibber and Harrison, St. Eustatia, 
to William Aylett, April 2, 1777, ibid.; John Ball, St. 
Eustatia, to Thomas Smith, Aug, 31, 1778, Smith Papers, July- 
Dee. 1778.
147Coakley, "Virginia Commerce," p, 242.
148Ibid., pp. 275, 281-282.
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sixth out of nine reporting districts, still collecting 8% 
of the duties. Accomack, York, South Potomac, Elizabeth 
City, and Port Hampton ranked ahead of Rappahannock, while
Upper James, Northampton, and Mecklenburg County were
149behind. Before the Revolution the Upper James Naval
District was the largest tobacco exporter of the colony's 
six districts.150 The increased importance of Eastern Shore 
districts and those near the North Carolina coastal inlets 
during the war reflects their easier, safer access to the 
West Indies market. The greater exports from the eastern 
shore probably consisted of a significant amount of 
Rappahannock tobacco, since under state trade plans 
Rappahannock collections were to be sent across the bay 
before being exported abroad.151 An indication of the 
extent to which the Rappahannock tobacco economy had been 
revived by 1782 appears in a memorandum of treasury receipts 
for that year. The amount of transfer tobacco received into 
the Virginia treasury from the Rappahannock was second only 
to that from the Potomac, and far exceeded that from both
149
Treasurer's Office, Journal of Receipts, Jan. 15, 
1777-April 3, 1779, Virginia State Archives; Treasurer's 
Office, Journal of Receipts, April 3, 1779-March 2, 1780, 
Virginia State Archives,
150Robert Polk Thomson, "The Tobacco Export of the 
Upper James River Naval District, 1773-1775," William and 
Mary Quarterly, 3rd, Ser., 18 C1961}, 394,
151See above, p, 130, n. 131,
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152the James and York rivers. The wartime boom xn the
tobacco trade, however, was short-lived. Like the market 
for manufactured products produced in the Fredericksburg 
region, the market for tobacco there diminished soon after 
the war's end.
Faced with inflation, a British blockade, and a 
disrupted world market, Fredericksburg businessmen took a 
variety of steps to protect their own capital. The most 
common business venture for Fredericksburg merchants during 
the war was commerce. Some like Charles Yates prosecuted 
trade with foreign merchants in more or less legitimate 
fashion, although through different channels from those of 
pre-war days. Others, like Lacoste, Brumfield, & Co., 
engaged in privateering. A few Fredericksburgers took 
advantage of investment opportunities afforded by wartime 
finance measures.
Fredericksburg merchants imported goods to supply both 
the needs of the government and of private consumers. 
Whenever possible, they took care to provide the kinds of 
English goods that local consumers preferred. A typical 
cargo was the one John Brownlow advertised in 1779 of silk, 
pen knives, snuffers, ladies' shoes, and French brandy along
1  ^ M e m o r a n d u m  Q f  Transfer Tobacco, received at the 
Treasury in November 1782, in Calendar of Virginia State 
Papers, ed. by Palmer, et al. , VIII, 144,
l^See below, chapter 4.
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with medicines, sailors' jackets, and coarse b r o a d c l o t h .  ^ 4
Charles Yates and Daniel Payne kept their trading contacts
alive throughout the war. In 1778 Yates sent a cargo of
tobacco to the French West Indies and instructed the ship1s
captain to buy a return cargo of salt, linens, and coarse
woolens.155 Yates corresponded with English associates
during the war to enquire as to the status of his account,156
and sometimes placed orders for English and Irish goods. On
at least one occasion when he and Payne bought in France they
paid with pre-war credits using bills of exchange on London
firms.157 American merchants like Yates and Payne
tried to give their British trade a veneer of legality by
espousing the principle that goods exported from a neutral
port were neutral goods. Writing to Samuel and William
Vernon in England about two vessels bound for Virginia,
Yates commented that
the two cutters belong to Ireland, from whence 
they cleared out for Gothenburg laden with Irish 
and British goods and only just touched at that 
Port in their way here for purposes which will
1 ^ Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon & Nicolson),
Mar. 26, 177§, p.2, c.2.
155D, Payne & Co., Fredericksburg, to Capt. Edward Cary, 
Feb. 16, 1778, Yates Letterbook, p. 97.
15^charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Capt. Henry Parry, 
June 6, 1778, ibid., p. 203? Yates also listed people he 
"Wrote by C. Mortimer bound for London, via France," May 12, 
1779, ibid., p. 209.
157Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to James Taylor, April 
6, 1780, ibid., pp. 214-215? Charles Yates to Capt. James Ward, 
[Aug. 23, 1780,] ibid.
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readilly occur to you.158
While maintaining the old British connections, 
Fredericksburg merchants also opened commerce with American 
merchants in Maryland and Pennsylvania during the war. In 
the spring of 1781 Yates exported a substantial amount of 
tobacco to Maryland and solicited consignment goods from the 
recipient.168 shortly afterward he placed an order in 
Philadelphia for sickles and scythes made there, specifying 
that the scythes were to be "such as are used for cradling 
wheat."160
In the absence of account books we can only infer how 
profitable private trade in the Fredericksburg region was 
during the Revolution. Charles Yates and Daniel Payne cited 
the profitability of their own business as one of the reasons 
for declining to serve as state purchasing agents in 1778, 
"having it in our own power to extend our own business as 
far as we chose to engage.” They had already turned down 
another offer to act in a similar capacity. Since "our own 
affairs must at all times give place when they interfere with 
[the state's] . . . Yates and Payne found the state offer 
"not worth our attention.1,161 a year later Yates was still
158Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel and William 
Vernon, April 20, 1779, ibid., p. 108.
■'■^Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to [illeg.,] March 8 , 
1781, ibid., p. 232.
160Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Donaldson & Roe,
April 17, 1781, ibid., p. 234.
161Charles Yates and Daniel Payne, Fredericksburg, to
Thomas Smith, March 30, 1778, Smith Papers, Jan-June 1778.
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not tempted by a state job and declined to serve on the 
Virginia board of trade.1 ®2 He did, however, accept 
appointment as commissioner of the specific tax in 
Spotsylvania County for 178 0, a position he shared with 
Thomas Colson.
Other Fredericksburg merchants, like Yates' protege, 
Benjamin Day, or James Hunter, Jr., found that a state 
appointment could enhance one's opportunities as a private 
businessman. After serving as purchasing agent on the 
Rappahannock for about a year, Day succeeded his superior, 
Thomas Smith, as state agent in Williamsburg.1®^ Only when 
the position was eliminated in July 178 0,16  ^did Day go into 
business on his own. Before the end of the war he was using 
the contacts he had made in government to sell shoes to the 
army and to induce the state to buy tobacco from his friend 
James Maury.1®®
Although Hunter's relations with the state authorities 
were not always cordial, he did reap a handsome profit by
162Notation dated June 9, 1779 in Yates Letterbook, p.
209.
163Charles Yates and Thomas Colson, Fredericksburg, to 
the Governor, April 12, 1782, ibid., p, 233,
1 64Benjamin Day, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Smith, Jan, 
30, 1779, Smith Papers, Jan-June 1779; Thomas Smith, 
Williamsburg, to Benjamin Day, Feb, 26, 1779, Smith Letter- 
book, 1779-1780,
165Benjamin Day, Fredericksburg, to Col. William Davies, 
May 3, 1782, Executive Department Papers, Governor's Office, 
Letters Received, Jan. 1782-April 1782, Virginia State 
Archives.
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selling goods to the board of trade after leaving his 
position as commissary of the public store in Fredericksburg. 
In September 177 8 the Council of State complained that 
Hunter had failed to deliver tobacco that they had paid 
for.!®? After that issue was resolved, the board of trade 
found itself at odds with Hunter over the sale of a cargo 
of goods. Hunter had proposed selling the cargo at a rate 
of 50 to 1 on the Sterling price payable in tobacco at £15 
currency per hundredweight.16® The board originally 
rejected the demand as being "beyond all measure exorbitant," 
and claimed that state tobacco should command a price of 
£20 per hundredweight.16  ^ Hunter remained adamant, and the 
board of trade was forced to accede to his demands. While 
still claiming Hunter's price was extravagent the board 
advised:
we fear the necessities of the Army and Navy are 
so urgent as will oblige us to purchase some 
supplies immediately and, as we are convinced 
these Goods are well laid in, perhaps better than 
any that may be offered for some time, we are 
inclined to purchase such Articles as are absolutely
1®^John Page, Williamsburg, to Thomas Smith, Sept. 11, 
1778, Smith Papers, July-Dee. 1778.
16®Hunter & Co. proposal for Dolphin's goods, July 17, 
177 9, Virginia Board of Trade Papers, Brock Collection, Box 
I.
169Thomas Whiting, Jacqueline Ambler, Duncan Rose to 
the Governor and Council, July 13, 1779, ibid.
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and immediately necessary for the State, and
such only . . . .170
Speculation and investment in government securities 
were less attractive opportunities than commerce to 
Fredericksburg's business community. Virginia offered 
interest bearing loan office certificates throughout most of 
the war. Other investment possibilities arose when Virginia 
took steps to meet the repeated obligations Congress imposed 
on the states after 1779. Very few Fredericksburgers took 
advantage of any of the plans, and those who did invested 
small amounts.
Congress, needing to support its own currency emissions 
resolved in 1777 that the states should sink quotas of 
Continental currency by taxation and raise additional funds 
to meet federal expenses. It therefore passed its first 
cash requisition on the states in November 1777, and followed 
it with others in January, May, and October 1779.^71 when 
this and all other measures failed to stop the depreciation 
of the Continental currency, Congress simply stopped printing 
paper money in 1779 and threw the responsibility for 
supporting the war effort totally on the states. As a first 
step in the process Congress began to assess the states for 
specific supplies needed by the armed forces. Next, in 1780,
170Thomas Whiting, Jacqueline Ambler, Duncan Rose to 
the Governor and Council, July 17, 1779, ibid.
17lFerguson, Power of the Purse, pp. 33*-34.
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Congress assigned states the responsibility of paying their 
troops in Continental service. Finally, Congress called on 
the states to guarantee a new federal currency by taxing the 
old currency out of circulation and releasing a new issue of 
money with their deliveries of the old to the United States 
T r e a s u r y . V i r g i n i a  met the Congressional requesitions 
and taxes in three ways: by levying its own specific taxes,
seeking loans from private citizens, and selling loyalist 
estates. With the last two options the state hoped to coax 
resources from its citizens by providing opportunities to 
hedge against inflation.
To meet its obligation under the 1777 congressional 
requisition Virginia tried to make use of loyalist property 
in the state in a plan that also involved the Virginia loan 
office. The loan office was first established in May 1777, 
and was later continued under similar provisions. The first 
loan office act authorized borrowing up to $1 ,000,000 in 
amounts of $300 or more. Lenders received notes yielding
I T T
6% interest on maturity. Under the plan adopted to meet
the congressional requisition, loyalist property in Virginia 
was to be placed under the management of commissioners. Any 
taxes due on the property were to be paid from the profits
1 7 2Ibid.f pp. 48-51.
^7 ^Hening, ed.. Statutes, IX, 286-288; ibid., IX, 481-
482.
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of the estate under the commissioners' management. If 
profits exceeded taxes, the surplus was to be invested in 
loan office certificates in the name of the proprietor.
As an inducement to other potential lenders, the same 
legislation made British debts payable by the purchase of 
loan office certificates in the creditor's name.^^
In 1779 and 1780 Virginia resorted to borrowing again 
to pay requisitions. The state used other incentives, 
however, to elicit loans. To meet the congressional demands 
of October 1779 the commonwealth passed a specific tax to 
gather 3,725 hogsheads of tobacco to be used as a fund 
against which to borrow money to pay its assessments^ To 
raise funds to pay the request for $1,953,200 Congress 
needed as Virginia's share of the expenses for the southern 
campaign, the state government offered to pay interest on 
tobacco loaned to it, or to reduce taxes for those advancing 
cash. Upon receiving the request from Congress, Governor 
Thomas Jefferson wrote that the Virginia treasury was empty 
but that he had taken steps to raise the necessary funds.1^6
1 74Ibid., IX, 377-380.
17^Endorsement on Letter, Robert Morris to Governor 
Harrison, Feb. 26, 1782, Executive Department Papers, Governor's 
Office, Letters Received, Jan. 1782-April 1782.
1 7  6 Thomas Jefferson, Richmond, to Samuel Huntington,
June 9, 1780, in Papers of Thomas Jefferson, ed. by Boyd, III, 
425-426; Thomas Jefferson to Benjamin Harrison, June 8 , 1780, 
ibid., III, 423.
144.
First he sold 600,000 pounds of public tobacco. In the
meantime, the legislature resolved that anyone advancing
cash could claim the amount lent plus 6% against his next
taxes. Anyone lending tobacco to help meet the levy would,
on April 1, 1781, receive an identical amount of tobacco
plus 6% interest.^77
Virginia also resorted to borrowing and to selling
loyalist estates to try to raise the funds to pay the army.
A May 1779 law authorized the state to sell loyalist property 
178at auction. The Act to Regulate Army Pay of November 1781
revived the plan to sell loyalist property. Proceeds of the 
sales were designated to pay a new issue of 6% certificates 
which were supposed to raise the money needed to pay the 
soldiers.^79 When property could not be sold immediately 
the certificates depreciated. The legislature passed 
additional measures to redeem them, and a group of army 
officers prevailed upon Petersburg merchant David Ross to 
negotiate them for specie. The legislature's plan proposed 
to support the certificates' value by renewing the proviso 
that Americans in debt to British merchants could pay off
l^Resolution of House of Delegates, June 1, 1780, in 
Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by Palmer, et al.. I, 
356-157^
l^Hening, ed., Statutes, X, 66-71, 153-154.
179Ibid., X, 462-468.
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their debts by buying certificates in the creditor's name.
It also made the certificates legal tender for state fees.188 
Ross solicited private agents in seven towns across the state 
to help negotiate the paper, appointing James Maury and 
Benjamin Day to the task in Fredericksburg.181 Ross' plan 
was to back the certificates with his own prestige. He 
refused a commission for his services in negotiating the 
certificates, and in a circular letter assured potential 
lenders that "in a short time those certificates will be 
equal to the Specie, and all that is now required, is a Loan 
of Specie or Tobacco upon them, which will bear an Interest 
of Six per cent till paid."1 ® 2
Surviving records show that none of the loan office or 
tax forgiveness plans attracted enthusiasm in Fredericksburg,
1. ~ did townspeople hurry to buy up forfeited loyalist 
property. Much of the data on private investments have been 
gathered from the state registers of loan certificates and 
the journals of receipts for the state treasury. The 
registers are not complete, and neither they nor the journals 
identify investors by home towns. Therefore it is not possible 
to tell with certainty whether the Joseph Jones, Thomas
l8 0Ibid., XI, 81-85.
1 ft 1Col. William Davies, War Officer, to Gov. Harrison, 
Feb. 28, 1782, Executive Department Papers, Governor's Office, 
Letters Received, Jan. 1782-April 1782.
1 Q O ,
Charles Scott and William Davies, Richmond, to the 
Governor, Feb. 20, 1782, ibid.; David Ross Circular Letter, 
Richmond, Feb. 21, 1782, ibid.
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Walker, Charles Lewis, Richard Taylor, and John Lewis whose 
names appear in these records are the same individuals whose 
names later appear on the Fredericksburg tax lists. As a 
result, there is probably some undercounting of the number 
of investors and the amounts of investment tabulated in 
tables 1 through 3 below. It is clear, nevertheless, that 
relatively few people in Fredericksburg invested in state 
securities or took advantage of tax incentives.
Ten Fredericksburgers are known to have bought loan 
office certificates from the state. Aside from Fielding 
Lewis, the two largest purchasers were Charles Yates and his 
partner Daniel Payne. When they sold tobacco to the state in 
1778, they requested that Benjamin Day pay them in certifi­
cates. Yates received El, 000 and Payne El,3 0 0 . Yates 
had already bought El,000 worth before December 1777,1®4 
and he bought at least El,000 worth more before the war's 
e n d . Another large purchaser of the certificates was the 
estate of Archibald McPherson. The Scottish merchant had
1 ^ Benjamin Day, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Smith, May 
28, 1778, Smith Papers, Jan.-June 1778; Benjamin Day, Fred­
ericksburg, to Thomas Smith, July 13, 1778, Smith Papers, 
June-Dee. 1778.
Treasurer's Office, Journal of Receipts, Jan.
15, 1777-April 3, 1779, Virginia State Archives; Register of 
Loan Office Certificates, Auditor's Item 45, Virginia State 
Archives.
185ibid.; Treasurer's Journals of Receipts, April 3, 
1779-March 2, 1780, and March 2, 1780-April 2, 1782.
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died in 1754 and in his will established a trust fund for 
a charity school in Fredericksburg.186 It is unknown why 
the trustees of McPherson's estate chose state certificates 
as an investment, although they may have considered the 
investment as a way to provide some protection for the 
endowment against wartime inflation without risking the 
capital in a more dangerous possibility such as a commercial 
voyage. Other investors, who subscribed amounts ranging 
from £111 to £1,000, are tabulated below in Table 1.
The legislature's request for advances of tobacco 
repayable in kind with 6% interest in the summer of 17 8 0 
elicited even less support in Fredericksburg. The 6,895 
pounds of tobacco known to have been subscribed by 
Fredericksburg residents accounted for only 3% of the 
total pledged across the state.1®^ The four people who 
did subscribe pledged only one or two hogsheads each. The 
opportunity, provided by the same legislative resolution to 
dispose of rapidly depreciating paper currency by advancing
T O O
tax payments brought a much greater response. In the
absence of merchants' account books and correspondence it 
is not possible to determine exactly what influenced men to 
advance currency and not tobacco in responding to the 1780
186Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p. 229.
187see below, Table 2.
188See below, Table 3.
TABLE 1
Known Fredericksburg Residents Investing in Virginia 
Loan Office Certificates
NAME
John Harris (rec'd from 
Henry Armistead)
Fielding Lewis
Gerrard McKenny
Trustees of Archibald 
McPherson
James Newby
Daniel Payne
Henry Towles
Jacob Whitter
Charles Yates
James Young
AMOUNT INVESTED 
(in Virginia Currency)
115-10-0 
19094-12-0 
111 -  0-0
1010- 12-0 
200-  0-0 
1300- 0-0 
201- 12-0 
450- 0-0 
3000- 0-0 
1000-  0-0
Sources: Virginia Treasurer's Office, Journal of Receipts,
Jan, 15, 1777-April 3, 1779; Virginia Treasurer's 
Office, Journal of Receipts, April 3, 1779-March 
2, 1780; Virginia Treasurer's Office, Journal of 
Receipts, March 2, 17 80-April 2, 178 2; Virginia 
State Library; Register of Loan Certificates, 
Auditor's Item 45, Virginia State Library,
TABLE 2
Known Fredericksburgers Advancing Tobacco to State at 
6t Interest, June 1780
NAME TOBACCO LOANED DATE RECEIVED BY STATE
Gross Tare Nett Inspection
Daniel Payne 1,033 110 923 Falmouth June 12, 1780
1,187 133 1,054 RoyBton's June 12, 1780
Lewis Willis 1,162 137 1,025 Royaton's June 12, 1780
1,083 111 972 Falmouth June 12, 1780
Charles Yates 1,166 106 1,060 Falmouth June 12, 1780
Executors of
Ruben Daniel 1,020 116 904 Royston's June 14, 1780
1,070 113 957 Royston's
TOTALS 7,721 826 6,895
STATEWIDE TOTAL RECEIVED: 214,461.75 Nett
Source: "A List of Tobacco Rec'd in Consequence of Resolution of Assembly Passed 1780," Virginia
Treasurer's Office, Journal of Receipts, March 2, 1780-April 2, 1782, Virginia State 
Library.
TABLE 3
Known Fredericksburgers Paying Advance Taxes 
Pursuant to Assembly Resolution of June 1780
NAME
Fielding Lewis 
George Weedon 
James Maury 
John Brownlow 
John Legg
William McWilliams 
Lewis & Minor 
James Sommerville 
Samuel Roddy 
Richard Kenny 
Charles Mortimer 
William Jackson 
Gerard Banks 
Michael Robinson 
George Thornton 
Henry Armistead
TOTALS
Source:
AMOUNT ADVANCED 
(in Virginia Currency)
E 1,000
1,000
500
500
500
500
600
500
1,000
500
600
519-6-0
1,100
560
600
500-8-0 
E 9,419-14-0
Virginia Treasurer's Office, Journal of Receipts, 
March 2, 1780-April 2, 1782, Virginia State Library.
TABLE 4
Fredericksburg Residents Purchasing Escheated Loyalist Property
PURCHASER AMOUNT OF LAND LOCATION PRICE ORIGINAL OWNER
Lacoete, Brumfield 2 lots Spotsylvania L40,200 James Ritchie a Company
William Lewis 1 lot Spotsylvania 6,200 Mrs. Neal
James s Fontaine Maury 400 acres Gloucester 5,520 Robert Bristow
John Minor 200 acres Caroline 4,175 Richard Goodall
Samuel Roddy 2 lots Spotsylvania 41,100 Cochran t Company
Gen. George Weedon 300 acres Spotsylvania 7,500 Mrs. Grayson
John Welsh 1 lot Spotsylvania 10,100 William Sims
Source! Peter HcQ Mitchell, "Sale of Loyalist Property in Virginia” (Ph.D. dissertation, University 
of Colorado, 1965), pp. 209-220
TABLE S
Fredericksburg Residents and Landowners 
Actad Against by Eschaators
BRITISH SUBJECT 
Alexander Blair 4 Co. 
British Subject 
British Subject
Cochran, Cunningham 4 Co. 
John Glassell
John Glassall
John Glassall 
McCall, Smellia 4 Co.
Mitchall, Lenox 4 Scott 
Jamas Ritchie 4 Co.
Simon Williams Hairs
DESCRIPTION -OF LAND
1/3 lot in Fredericksburg
lot where John Bardia lives
lot 4 house where Michael 
Clark lives
lot, houses 4 Negro Ned 
348 acres in Orange
257 acres in Culpeper
lots 4 tenasents in 
Frederlcksburg
lots 4 houses where Henry 
Axmistead lives
houses 4 part of lot 32
land 4 house in 
Fredericksburg
land 4 house in 
Fredericksburg
OTHER INFORMATION
Andrew Glassell 
granted an injunc­
tion to block sale 
1784
Andrew Glassell 
granted an injunc­
tion to block sale 
1784
Quashed in 1782
Robert Johnson 
granted an injunc­
tion to block sale
Quashed 1782
Sourcet AO 13/102, Public Record office
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resolution. Probably the 6% interest on tobacco offered by 
the state was just not high enough to tempt merchants to 
part with the trading capital represented by their tobacco, 
and they were content to wait for a still better offer from 
northern merchants.
It is possible to say even less about the response to 
David Ross' attempts to redeem army pay certificates in 1782. 
Ross claimed that citizens in Petersburg and Richmond sub­
scribed £1,000 in specie and tobacco in two day's time.^®® 
Even so, in March 1782 the certificates were selling for 
only 1/12 of their face value and at least one official 
recommended that the state auditor stop issuing them.*®® It 
is evident that the plan to negotiate the certificates did 
not have the support in Fredericksburg and other parts of 
the state that Ross claimed it had in Petersburg and 
Richmond.
Given the close ties that continued during the war 
between Fredericksburg residents and British subjects who 
fled town, it is not surprising that few townspeople made 
wartime investments in escheated loyalist property. There 
may again be some undercounting of people who did invest
l®®David Ross Circular Letter, Richmond, Feb. 21, 1782, 
Executive Department Papers, Governor's Office, Letters 
Received, Jan. 1782-April 1782.
190Thomas Hamilton, Richmond, to William Davies, Mar.
7, 1782, ibid.
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in loyalist property because escheator's reports exist for 
only 22 counties, so any Fredericksburg citizen buying 
property outside those counties cannot be identified. The 
limited extent of speculation in loyalist property, however, 
is apparent. Seven people from the town bought loyalist 
property in Spotsylvania, Caroline, and Gloucester Counties 
amounting to 900 acres and six town lots.^^- In addition 
to these, Robert Chew acquired land in Spotsylvania County 
which had previously belonged to Robert Jardine.192 Besides 
Jardine, escheators acted against nine British subjects 
formerly residents of Fredericksburg. Five of those avoided 
forfeiting land.-1-9^
Shortly after the treaty ending the Revolution was 
signed in Paris, the merchants who had earlier fled 
Fredericksburg began to return. The relationship between 
Fredericksburg merchants and new commercial partners, par­
ticularly with the French, had not always been cordial during 
the war. Benjamin Day expressed his wish in 1778 "that 
before the French Gentry take Tobacco from me again they 
will be better acquainted with Dispatch and the usual method
191See above, Table 4.
James Somerville, Fredericksburg, to Robert Jardine, 
Jan. 2, 1785, AO 13/30, folder J.
193see above, Table 5.
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194of such Business." He had also complained to Charles
19 5Yates of "the awkerdness of the French Sailors."
Referring to the "Scandalous Behaviour" of one French captain
Day concluded, "it is Frenchman like and we shall pay dear
for their Friendship. The merchants who had stayed in
Virginia and had participated in the Revolution were happy
to welcome their former colleagues back. David Blair
arrived with a cargo of ^oods, his wife, and family in 
197September 1783 and had been granted citizenship by April
1 Q O
1784. J Henry Mitchell "was well received" on his return
199from Glasgow in late 1784, and Lachlan Campbell returned 
from the Scottish highlands in 1785 or 1786.200 Others who 
did not return themselves, like Robert Jardine, sent agents 
such as Jardine's son Robert and Daniel Grinnan to handle
l^Benjamin Day, Dumfries, to Thomas Smith, Sept. 6 ,
177 8 , Smith Papers, June-Dee. 177 8 .
I Q C
Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Smith, Sept. 
6 , 1778, ibid.
■^^Thomas Smith, Williamsburg, to Benjamin Day, Nov. 13, 
1778, Smith Letterbook, 1778-1779.
David Blair, Richmond, to the Executive of Virginia, 
Oct. 27, 1783, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by 
Palmer, et al., III, 537.
188Hustings Court Order Book A, 1782-1785, Fredericks­
burg City Records, City Clerk's Office, Fredericksburg, con­
sulted on microfilm at Virginia State Archives, p. 117.
199James Somerville, Fredericksburg, to Robert Jardine, 
Jan. 2, 1785, AO 13/30, folder J.
2 ^ 0 p e t i t i o n  Qf John Irving to the Commissioners appointed 
by Act of Parliament on American Loyalists, Angel Court, Oct.
6 , 1786, AO 13/30, folder A-C.
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business and collect debts.
Merchants who had remained in Fredericksburg but out 
of trade during the war were quick to renew old friendships. 
James Somerville explained to Robert Jardine that he had 
refrained from writing during the war as "it served no good 
purpose," but that he looked forward to a new correspondence 
with old friends.2 ®2 Somerville and Henry Mitchell went into 
partnership and did carry on business with J a r d i n e . 2^3
The war had created artificial markets. The tobacco 
market, which had been in decline before the war, received a 
boost, and its continuation for a brief period afterward 
made it seem as if post-war Fredericksburg would be much like 
the pre-Revolutionary town. The conflict itself had created 
a market for manufactured goods. Industries had received 
state subsidies of one sort or another and had concentrated 
on the production of war materials. When the market for war 
goods disappeared immediately at the end of the conflict, 
the monetary chaos that engulfed Virginia made it virtually 
impossible to continue to operate the manufactories to supply
20^Colin Ross, Administrator of Robert Jardine, London, 
to James MacDonald, March 12, 1811, T79/31, folder 8 ; Depos­
ition of Robert Patton, Spotsylvania County, Feb. 16, 1804, 
T79/31, folder 8 .
2®2James Somerville, Fredericksburg, to Robert Jardine, 
July 10, 1784, AO 13/30, folder J.
2®^Henry Mitchell, Fredericksburg, to Robert Jardine,
April 15, 1787, AO 13/30, folder J.
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civilian markets using either public or private capital. A 
few private merchants had prospered during the war, and many 
of them became the leaders of the post-war community.
CHAPTER IV
" , . . FALLEN ON DOWNRIGHT MANUFACTURING"
After the American Revolution Fredericksburg entered 
a new era when it became an incorporated town. For a time 
the return of many pre-war British merchants and a re­
vitalized tobacco trade sustained by sales to Liverpool and 
northern Europe made the town's economy seem much as it 
had always been. By the early 17 90's, however, the tobacco 
trade had gone into permanent decline, and it was a booming 
grain trade that promised to spawn a host of manufacturing 
and service ventures. The requirements of the grain trade 
and of the population pursuing it seemed to encourage 
economic growth and diversification, but again Fredericks­
burg's geographic location prevented the town from becoming 
an entrepreneurial headquarters for the trade. That role 
fell to Baltimore, Philadelphia, and New York, and to a 
lesser extent, Norfolk,
By 1810 Fredericksburg was a secondary port whose 
merchants acted as agents or retailers for others in the 
larger cities. The town became part of an urban system 
typical of the South's wheat-producing regions in which
158,
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large ports were supplied by a series of smaller, interior 
urban places. In addition to geography, factors like the 
general economic depression that followed a short post-war 
boom, a policy of state mercantilism represented by the 
Virginia Port Bills, and the Anglo-French wars which pre­
cipitated both the end of the French Farmers-General and 
the American embargo of 18 07-18 09 shaped the development 
of post-Revolutionary Fredericksburg.
Fredericksburg’s incorporation as a separate town in 
March 178 2 was the culmination of a rivalry between town and 
country freeholders which had lasted over five years. In 
November 1776 the state legislature had endorsed as 
reasonable a petition from Spotsylvania County that militia 
musters be held at a more central location than Fredericksburg, 
which, the petitioners claimed, was 20 to 30 miles away for 
some inhabitants.^- The following November county petitioners 
went a step farther and requested removal of the courthouse 
from Fredericksburg. Lord Dunmore, the petitioners wrote, 
had earlier refused his assent to a similar petition to the 
House of Burgesses and in so doing "did Obstruct that 
Justice, to which the [Burgesses and] your petitioners
^Petition of Freeholders and Other Inhabitants of 
Spotsylvania County, Nov. 14, 1776, Legislative Petitions, 
Spotsylvania County, 1776-1784,
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conceived themselves so equitably entitled." Not willing 
to be compared to Dunmore, the state legislature agreed to 
the 1777 petition. This decision to remove the county seat 
from Fredericksburg was made in spite of a lengthy counter­
petition from townspeople. They contended in vain that 
removing the courthouse would fail to make it more accessible 
to most county residents, but would inhibit the exchange of 
produce and imported goods which had been previously 
facilitated by court days, destroy investments in town lots, 
cause political dissention over sale of the court house lot, 
and encourage non-attendance at militia musters. Furthermore, 
they feared felonies would be overlooked because of the
3
expense of prosecuting offenders out of town.
By the end of 1779 the Fredericksburgers had given up 
hope of again becoming the county seat and instead had 
mounted a counter-campaign to be separated from the county. 
Repeating earlier arguments as to their need for a jail and 
convenient venue for militia meetings, they added the 
argument that removing the courthouse had the effect of 
taxing the military, arts, and manufactures. Tradesmen,
^Petition of Sundry Inhabitants of the County of 
Spotsylvania, Nov. 8 , 1777, Legislative Petitions, Over­
size Box #11.
3Petition of Inhabitants of Spotsylvania County,
Nov. 11, 1777, Legislative Petitions, Spotsylvania County, 
1776-1784.
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"tho unable to purchase and maintain a Horse may be justly
considered the Wealth of this County" one petition maintained.
"People of that calling should be invited here by bounties
instead of being burthened with a tax for settling amongst 
4
us." This concern for attracting tradesmen reflected the 
aspirations some townsmen had for Fredericksburg's economic 
development and linked the movement for a larger measure of 
self-government with hopes for diversification and growth. 
Another petition seeking incorporation of the town expressed 
confidence that growth would follow home rule. Petitioners 
pointed out that the town already had 1,000 inhabitants, was 
the nearest market for the produce of 3,000,000 acres of 
farmland, and was "less liable to Invasion of a naval force 
than any Town on navigation. With these advantages," they 
assured the legislature, Fredericksburg "must necessarily 
increase as fast as any Town in the State.
If the economic future were promising, townspeople 
contended, immediate problems which could be solved only by 
incorporation would have to be solved before the town could 
meet its promise. Some citizens claimed that robberies, 
riots, and breaches of the peace had become too common, 
especially since the municipality was a rendezvous point for
^Petition of Sundry Inhabitants of the County of Spot­
sylvania, Nov, 3, 1779, ibid,
^Petition of Sundry Inhabitants of the Town of 
Fredericksburg, May 25, 1780, Oversize Petitions, Box #14.
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new state recruits and on the main thoroughfare for all 
Continental troops. Citizens asked that Fredericksburg be 
incorporated and that its Hustings Court and magistrates be 
granted greater powers for home rule than those granted the 
Alexandria and Winchester corporations just before. They 
sought identical jurisdiction in criminal cases to that held 
by county courts, as well as broad jurisdiction in civil 
cases. They also wanted a jail in town, power to license 
and regulate taverns, and to punish monopolizers, regraters,
g
and forestallers. Still, two more years passed before the 
legislature finally incorporated the town in 1782.^
Legislation incorporating Fredericksburg met most of 
the petitioners' requests. It established a common council 
to govern the town. Council was to consist of a mayor, 
recorder, four aldermen, and six common councilmen. Free­
holders and housekeepers resident in town for at least three 
months preceding an election chose a board of twelve free­
holders, which, in turn, selected the mayor, recorder, and 
aldermen from its own number. The mayor was eligible to 
hold office only one of every two years. The mayor or 
recorder with any three aldermen constituted a Court of 
Hustings exercizing civil jurisdiction in cases in which the
O
suit was for under 1,000 pounds of crop tobacco.
6Ibid.
^Hening, ed,, Statutes, IV, 285,
O
^Fredericksburg City Council Minutes, Mar. 22, 1782- 
Mar. 14, 1801, pp. 1-3.
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Both council and court began to meet in March 1782 in
Q
rooms provided by Richard Kenney for $3.00 per month.
Council quickly passed ordinances to limit assemblies of 
slaves, enforce liquor and licensing laws, prevent hogs from 
running wild, and establish and regulate a public market.^-®
It lost no time in petitioning the House of Delegates for 
additional powers. In May the new corporation asked that 
the state appoint a prosecutor and that the Hustings Court 
be designated a court of record to probate wills, grant 
administrations, and record deeds. The petition went on to 
ask that the license fee for ordinaries be made available 
to repair the courthouse, town hall, jail, and other public 
buildings damaged by soldiers and prisoners during the war.
In order to promote commerce the corporation sought 
legislative representation and permission to tax vessels 
coming to the town to pay for wharves and dredging.1 "^ An 
amendment to the act of incorporation in September extended 
town boundaries, established a state prosecutor, and 
designated the Hustings Court as a court of record.  ^ In 
subsequent years the legislature further enhanced 
Fredericksburg's position as a court town. In 1788 one of
^Ibid,, pp. 8-9.
^ Ibid., pp. IQ-15,
^ Ibid., pp. 21-23,
1 2Ibid., pp. 36-37.
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19 district courts was established there, and in 1809 the 
town became the seat of a circuit court presided over by a 
General Court judge,**
From the time contention between the town and the 
county began, Fredericksburgers had based their effort to 
be the seat of government on the argument that it was 
essential to protect and promote commerce. Accordingly, once 
the legislature amended the act of incorporation, council 
took steps to provide facilities to allow easy exchange of 
goods and to attract a population of artisans. The new town 
government gave top priority to repairing the market house 
damaged by Continental troops during the Revolution. John 
McCawley, John Wigglesworth, and Philip Lipscomb were 
directed to view the market place in June 1782 and report to 
c o u n c i l . T h e  local Masonic lodge began to raise subscrip­
tions to repair the building, and in September council con­
tracted for the necessary r e p a i r s . I n  appreciation for the 
Mason's efforts, council granted the lodge free use of the 
second floor of the market house for its meetings.*® By 
March 1783 George Weedon had secured a certificate for $1,523
*^Quinn, History, pp. 124-125.
*^Council Minutes, 1782-1801, pp. 27,
*®Ibid., pp. 34-36.
*®Ibid., p. 34.
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from U.S. Quartermaster General Timothy Pickering to pay for 
wartime damages to the structure,^
While the market house was under repair to allow the 
town to function better as an exchange place for country 
produce, the local government began to improve facilities 
for importing and exporting goods. The port master was 
ordered to collect one shilling per day from any vessel 
under 20 tons at the public wharf, two shillings per day 
from all vessels between 20 and 50 tons, and three shillings 
per day from any larger vessels. The money collected was 
to repair the public wharf and deepen the river channel.
To make the town more attractive to artisans the 
common council petitioned the state legislature in August 
1782 to enforce a 1727 law requiring proprietors of un­
improved town lots to build and pay arrearages in taxes.
They argued that unimproved lots kept land prices and rents 
high and discouraged useful tradesmen from residing in town. 
The legislature approved the request and council voted to
sell any lots whose owners failed to pay back taxes or begin 
19improvements.
The success of local measures to promote trade, however, 
depended on factors beyond the control of the common council.
l^Ibid,t p, 46.
18Ibid., p. 39.
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Virginia commercial policy between 1784 and 1788 tended to 
hamper Fredericksburg's commercial development. A series of 
state port bills restricted the town's participation in the 
international trade in favor of a system that James Madison 
hoped would give Virginia and the United States more 
commercial independence from Great Britain. Moreover, just 
as it had before the Revolution, Fredericksburg's well-being 
after the war continued to be tied to the health of the 
export markets for tobacco and grain, which were both subject 
to fluctuations caused by changes in the international 
economy and political situation.
Merchants like Charles Yates thought Virginia's commer­
cial policy was founded simply on a spiteful desire by the leg­
islature to exercize control over merchants in general. Sug­
gesting that it had been motivated by little else, Yates ob­
served that "keeping still in mind their Power over Trade and
all concerned [in]it," the legislators had passed import duties
20shortly after the Yorktown surrender had been effected.
James Madison, however, who was deeply involved with establish­
ing the policy, envisioned more specific results. His goal 
was to promote economic independence for Virginia by 
restricting the state's foreign commerce to a single, or 
very few ports, Such a policy would encourage the growth of 
major commercial centers in the state to capture commerce
20Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Usher, Jan.
22, 1782, Yates Letterbook p. 237.
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that would otherwise be lost to Philadelphia and Baltimore.
It would undermine British control of Virginia's commerce 
by keeping English and Scottish merchants out of the inland 
river towns and giving control of the retail trade to native 
Virginians, A secondary goal of restricting foreign trade to 
a few cities was to facilitate collection of import duties.21
Passed in June 1784, the port bill went into effect 
despite considerable opposition two years later. It 
enumerated five ports where vessels owned in whole or part 
by non-Virginians could "enter, clear out, lade and unlade." 
Tappahannock, down river in Essex County, rather than 
Fredericksburg, was designated as the port for the 
Rappahannock district.22 After the bill went into effect 
Charles Yates wrote James Hunter, "we are here as dead as 
doornails— trade not only dull but dead indeed."23 In 
November 1786, 154 Fredericksburgers, including many native 
merchants who had already expressed concern about British 
control of Virginia commerce, petitioned the legislature 
for repeal of the port bill. They wrote that when the law 
had been proposed they had made known their fears of its 
effect and now observed "they have since seen it carried into
2-*-Drew R, McCoy, "The Virginia Port Bill of 1784," 
Virginia Magazine of History and Biography, 83 (1975), 288- 
2917
22Ibid., 291,
23Ibid., 299.
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execution to their great loss and damage, and they are sorry 
to find from its operation, their fears were but too well 
founded."^ They previously claimed that the bill deprived 
them of the advantages of living on the river, depreciated 
the value of their property, and made imported goods more 
expensive. Furthermore, townsmen contended, ice in winter, 
and the threat of worms destroying ships in summer made the 
designated ports less suitable for commerce than 
Fredericksburg.25
Under pressure from across the state, the legislature 
modified the port bill in the October 1786 session. The law 
as originally written had required vessels to load and 
unload cargoes at the same places at which they filed papers. 
Under the revised law, after April 1, 1787, there were to be 
eight ports of entry and clearance at which vessels filed 
customs papers, and nine additional ports of delivery at 
which they could load and unload cargo. Fredericksburg, 
again, failed to be designated as a port in either category.
On the Rappahannock, Urbanna in Middlesex County was the 
port of entry and clearance, and Tappahannock the port of 
delivery. The only way in which Fredericksburg benefitted 
by the revision was through stipulation that American-built
2^Petition of Sundry Inhabitants of Fredericksburg, Nov,
17, 178 6 , Legislative Petitions, Fredericksburg,
25Petition of the Inhabitants of Fredericksburg, Nov.
28, 1785, ibid.
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vessels owned by American citizens could load articles for
2 6export at places other than the designated ports.
Pressure against the port bill forced one more mod­
ification in the law before the adoption in June 1788 of 
the U.S. Constitution giving control over commerce to the 
central government made it a dead letter. In January 1788 
the legislature expanded the number of designated ports once 
more. Six were named as ports of entry and clearance, 
fifteen as ports of delivery for foreign vessels, and twenty 
as ports of delivery for U.S. vessels. Fredericksburg, 
along with Urbanna, Tappahannock, and Port Royal, Caroline 
County, was in the latter category.27 in allowing U.S.-owned 
vessels to load and unload at Fredericksburg, the 1788 law 
was slightly more acceptable to Fredericksburg than the 1787 
version. As a result of the law a large number of foreign 
merchants became U.S. citizens. Twenty-six people took oaths 
of allegiance in 1787, more than five times as many people as 
did so in any year between the incorporation of the town and 
1810.2® However, had the law remained in effect for any 
length of time it would have made Fredericksburg quite 
unattractive to ambitious businessmen and limited its supply
^Hening, ed, , Statutes, XII, 320-323,
27Ibid., XII, 434-438.
^Compiled from Fredericksburg City Hustings Court Order 
Books A, 1782-1785; B, 1782-1787; C, 1787-1800; E, 1802-1807; 
F, 1807-1811.
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of entrepreneurial talent. This effect would have hastened 
the town's decline to a secondary, coastal trade center.
While that rerult was exactly what Madison, the bill's 
originator, had anticipated, it was not the future to which 
Fredericksburg businessmen aspired.
In addition to hostile state legislation, Fredericks­
burg's promoters had to struggle against a general economic 
decline in the United States between 1783 and 1787, and the 
international crisis created by the French Revolution after 
1789, The economic decline had been brought on by a too 
rapid increase in imports and expansion of debts immediately 
after the Revolution, followed by stagnation of exports as 
Americans struggled to pay for the first surge of 
purchases.^ With the British government's decision in July 
1783 to enforce the Navigation Acts against American shipping, 
the West Indies trade collapsed.3** After 1785 the market for
American tobacco in England become glutted by overpro- 
■ 1 1 ,
duction, x costing Americans another opportunity for remitting 
debt payments.
New opportunities for trade with France and the French 
West Indies failed to make up for other losses, In 1784 six 
French West Indian ports were opened to some American shipping.
2®Louis Maganzin, "Economic Depression in Maryland and 
Virginia, 1783-1787" (Ph.D. dissertation, Georgetown Univer­
sity, 1967), p, 44,
^ Ibid. , pp. 47, 51-52.
3^Ibid., pp. 76, 80.
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However, wheat, corn, and flour, the products which usually 
provided the American producers and merchants with the 
greatest profit, were generally excluded, and return 
cargoes were severely restricted,3  ^ The French decision to 
open L'Orient, Bayonne, Marseilles, and Dunkirk in the home 
country to American vessels also failed to promote a vital 
trade. Americans preferred English goods, which they could 
procure cheaper, and they needed credit, which French
*3 *3
merchants refused to extend. J This, in addition to the 
hostility toward French merchants which was apparent during 
the war,34 stifled the growth of commercial relations 
between the United States and France.
Thomas Jefferson and many other Virginians believed 
that Robert Morris' tobacco contract with the French Farmers- 
General added to the problems of the depression. From 178 5 
to 1787 the contract gave Morris a monopoly of tobacco 
purchases for the French market. The Farmers-General 
advanced Morris 1,000,000 livres to control the American 
market, and pegged the price of tobacco at about 3 1/4 d. 
sterling per pound. The contract required that the tobacco 
be delivered at Le Havre, Dieppe, Bordeaux, and Morlaix
33Ibid., p, 6 8 *
33Ibid., pp. 91-93.
34See above, pPi 154-155.
172.
rather than at the free trade ports previously opened in
-1 c
France. J
Historians have long agreed with Jefferson, contending 
that the pegged price was 40% lower than the prevailing 
Virginia price in 1785, and that other provisions of the 
contract undermined Anglo-American free trade,3® A more 
recent opinion holds, to the contrary, that as the return to 
normal production after the Revolution forced tobacco prices 
down, the Morris contract kept them from falling even lower
than they did in 1786.
The tobacco contract had little long-term effect on 
Fredericksburg. It is true that in the short run the 
contract provision that one-half of the tobacco Morris 
agreed to supply had to come from the Potomac and 
Rappahannock valleys probably benefitted the Fredericksburg
O Q
tobacco trade. Tobacco, however, was not to be the town's
principal export after the Revolution, and the ports
designated to receive the tobacco never became particularly 
important in its later trade, indicating that the contract 
had little lasting effect as a stimulant to commerce.
3^Gray, History of Agriculture, II, 603-604; Merril 
Jensen, The New Nation (Hew York; Alfred A, Knopf, 1950), p. 
203; Price, France and the Chesapeake, II, 750,
36Jensen, The New Nation, p, 203,
3^Price, France and the Chesapeake, II, 786-787,
38Ibid., II, 750.
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The French Revolution and its aftermath did, on the 
other hand, have far-reaching effects on Fredericksburg and 
its development. By early 1789 the French financial crisis 
forced the Farmers-General to limit tobacco purchases.^®
Two years later, the French monopoly was abolished, and by 
the end of the 1790's, according to the economic historian 
Jacob Price, the Virginia tobacco trade "had gone into the 
decline from which it has never recovered. . . .  In the 
changed market conditions, much of the production of Tide­
water Virginia proved submarginal and disappeared."^0 
According to another historian, events in Europe "account 
for almost every twist and turn in the fortune of the 
American economy" for two decades.^
On the one hand, American shipping benefitted from 
the continental wars which opened much of the Atlantic 
carrying trade to it. In addition, America found new 
markets in the West Indies and South America. Yet American 
ships were constantly threatened with seizure by both sides 
in the European struggle. After 1805 the threat increased 
as American commerce was victimized by Napoleon's Berlin 
and Milan Decrees and retaliatory British orders in council.
In December 1807 President Jefferson attempted to retaliate
■^Price, France and the Chesapeake, II, 785^786,
40Ibid., I, xxii,
^Douglass C, North, Economic Growth, p. 36.
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42by securing passage of the Embargo Act, In short, while 
the European wars produced some economic benefits for 
America, these were never certain and were often outweighed 
by serious disadvantages. Furthermore, the loss of the 
tobacco trade required widespread changes in the Virginia 
economy.
A closer look at post-Revolutionary Fredericksburg's 
commercial development reveals how it was influenced by 
international developments. In the 1780's the revitalization 
of the tobacco trade, begun during the Revolution, continued. 
But in the 1790's, the demise of the French Farmers-General 
and the opportunities in the provisioning trade offered by 
the European wars encouraged Fredericksburg area farmers and 
exporters to shift once again to grain. In neither case did 
Fredericksburg businessmen manage to control and organize 
the trade, and, therefore, the town did not reap the full 
benefits of becoming an entrepreneurial headquarters.
Scottish merchants and Liverpool agents dominated the 
tobacco trade as they had before the Revolution. The 
Fredericksburger who achieved the greatest success in the 
tobacco business did so by moving to England,
Very shortly after the United States and Great Britain 
signed the peace treaty at Paris, British merchants began to
^2Ibid., pp. 36-39.
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43return to Fredericksburg, Many spent much of their time 
trying to collect old debts. They received debt collecting 
commissions and powers of attorney in the mid 17 90's after 
Jay's Treaty was concluded. James Somerville, for example, 
was the collector for many old firms such as William 
Cunninghame and Company, John Mitchell, and Anderson and 
Dainzell.44 In collaboration with fellow townsmen William 
Drummond, Walter Colquhoun, and Adam Darby, Somerville was 
also agent for archibald McAusland of Glasgow, and Treeman 
Garden of Greenock.46 With David and James Blair,
Somerville served McCall, Smellie and Company of Glasgow.46 
After Somerville's death, the Blairs were joined as agent by 
Daniel Grinnan,4  ^ while David collected debts for William
A O
Sutherland of Kirkwall, Scotland. Grinnan, who had been 
Somerville's clerk, became his executor, and succeeded to
46See above, pp. 154-155.
44Virginia Herald and Fredericksburg Advertiser, Oct.
30, 1788, p , 3, c,3; MemoriaT to_the Board of Commissioners 
for American Claims from James Henderson, Attorney, in fact 
for George Anderson, Philadelphia, Nov. 29, 1798, T 79/32.
4^Order Book C, July 28, 1798, p, 334,
4 6Ibid., Jan, 26, 1799, p, 337,
47William Fleming, Glasgow, to Daniel Grinnan, Jr., Aug.
1, 17 98, Grinnan Family Papers, Box 1, University of Virginia 
Library.
4®Order Book D, Feb, 28, 18Q1, p. 254,
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his b u s i n e s s ,^9 He also became attorney for William
Cunninghame, McCall, Smellie and Company, and several London
merchants as well,50 william Glassell was another Scot
dispatched to collect debts due the family business in
Fredericksburg and Madison C o u n t y . H e  was evidently
unsuccessful, for Grinnan, who married Glassell's cousin in
c 2
1815, took over the task in 1804. Other Fredericksburgers 
collecting debts for pre-war tobacco merchants were Charles 
Yates, Thomas Simpson, and William Lawson; the latter as 
agent for several Glasgow firms, and the former two for
firms in Liverpool.53
One tactic for collecting debts was for the creditors 
to establish stores again in the areas where he had operated 
before the Revolution. He then would be in a position to 
entice debtors to pay by supplying the goods they needed.
James Ritchie and Company followed such a practice "to 
facilitate the payment of our old debt by having it in our
^Horace E. Hayden, Virginia Genealogies: A Genealogy 
of the Glassell Family . . . (Wilkes-Barre; E.B. Yordy, 1891),
p. 10.
50James Robinson, Glasgow, to Daniel Grinnan, Oct. 3,
18 01, Grinnan Papers, Box 1.
5^ -yirginia Herald, July 13, 1798, p.4, c,3; ibid, , Nov. 
Nov. 2, 1798, p,4, c .2,
52Hayden, Virginia Genealogies, pp. 5, 7,
53
Order Book C, pp. 157, 34Q,
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power to supply our old Debtors with necessities,1,54 For a 
firm like Ritchie and Company, the success of such a plan 
depended upon reopening a successful tobacco trade.
It was difficult to restore tobacco production and
export immediately after the Revolutionary War because
slaves had run away, tobacco warehouses had been destroyed,
and there was strong resentment against loyalist merchants.
Nonetheless, the overall level of tobacco exports had
returned almost to its pre-war levels by 178 6 . As the
center of tobacco production shifted south, however, the
Virginia and Maryland trades recovered more slowly and less
completely. The tobacco trade of northern Virginia was
55especially hurt. Rappahannock tobacco exports sagged in 
the late 1780's after an earlier boom. Of 58,000 hogsheads 
exported from Virginia in 1788, only 10,000 left the 
Rappahannock.5® Incomplete statistics for Rappahannock 
exports in 1789, 1790, and 1792, reported in table 6 are in 
keeping with the 1788 figure. From the 1740's to the 177 0's 
exports had been from 12,000 to 15,000 hogsheads a yeari 
and occasionally even rose above the 15,000 hogshead mark.
54T.M, Devine, The Tobacco Lords; A Study of the 
Tobacco Merchants of Glasgow and their Trading Activities- 
c, 1740-179Q (Edinburgh; John Donald Publishers, Ltd., 1975), 
p. 155,
55price, France and the Chesapeake, II, 728-731,
56Ibid., II, 1081.
TABLE 6a
Destination I of Hhds.
Tobacco Exports from Rappahannock River
August 1-December 31, 1789
* of Total 
Rappahannock 
Exports
I of Hhds. 
from Fredg.* 
Warehouses
Fredg. \ of 
Total Rapp. 
Exports
Fredg. Exports as
% of Rapp. Exports
to Destination
I of Fredg.
Exports to
Destination
Baltimore
Bordeaux
Cork
Dunkirk
Falmouth
Havre de 
Grace
Liverpool
London
L'Orient
Martinique
Philadelphia
Rhode Island
Rotterdam
TOTALS
21
0
0
0
0
121
228
0
176
12
41
1
898
1498
1.4
0
0
0
0
8.1
15.2
0
11.7
.8
2.7
. 1
59.9
99.9
21
0
0
0
0
61
97
0
71
12
40
1
640
943
1.4
0
0
0
0
4.1
6.5 
0
4.7 
.8
2.7 
.1
42.7
63.0
100.0
0
0
0
0
50.4
42.5 
0
40.3 
100.0
97.6 
100.0
71.3
2.2
0
0
0
0
6.5 
10.3
0
7.5 
1.3 
4.2
.1
67.9
100.0
•Fredericksburg, Royston's, Falmouth, Dixon's
Source: Return of Total Exports of Tobacco at the Collector's Office for the district of Rappahannock
River, Aug. 1-Dec. 31, 1789, Port Officer's Records, 1782-1789, Auditor's Item 224, Virginia 
State Archives.
TABLE 6b
Destination I of Hhds.
Tobacco Exports from Rappahannock River
April 1-June 30, 1790
% of Total 
Rappahannock 
Exports
I of Hhds. 
from Fredg.* 
Warehouses
Fredg. % of 
Total Rapp. 
Exports
Fredg. Exports as
t of Rapp. Exports
to Destination
t of Fredg.
Exports to
Destination
Baltimore
Bordeaux
Cork
Dunkirk
Falmouth
Havre de 
Grace
Liverpool
London
L'Orient
Martinique
Philadelphia
Rhode Island
Rotterdam
TOTALS
0
0
0
0
198
396
762
417
0
0
0
0
953
2726
0
0
n
0
7.3
14.5
28
15.3
0
0
0
0
35
100.1
0
0
0
0
147
236
578
128
0
0
0
0
848
1937
0
0
0
0
5.4
8.7
21.2
4.7 
0 
0 
0 
n
31.1
71.1
0
0
0
0
74.2
59.6
75.9
30.7 
0 
0 
0 
0
89.0
0
0
0
0
7.6
12.2
29.8
6.6 
0 
0 
0 
0
43.8
100.0
•Fredericksburg, Royston's, Falmouth, and Dixon's
Source: Return of Total Exports of Tobacco at the Collector's Office for the District of Rappahannock 
River, April 1-June 30, 1790, Port Officer's Records, 1782-1789, Auditor's Item 224, Virginia 
State Archives.
TABLE 6c
Destination I of Hhds.
Tobacco Exports from Rappahannock River
April 1-Sept. 30, 1792
* of Total 
Rappahannock 
Exports
f of Hhds. 
from Fredg.* 
Warehouses
Fredg. * of 
Total Rapp. 
Exports
Fredg. Exports as
t of Rapp. Exports
to Destination
% of Fredg.
Exports to
Destination
Baltimore 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bordeaux 247 4.0 204 3.3 82. 6 5.7
Cork 1035 16.8 743 12.0 71.8 20.6
Dunkirk 297 4.8 265 4.3 89.2 7.4
Falmouth 0 0 0 0 0 0
Havre de 
Grace 877 14.2 367 5.9 43.8 10.2
Liverpool 1353 21.9 1070 17.3 79.1 29.7
London 1352 21.9 442 7.2 32.7 12.3
L*Orient 0 0 0 0 0 0
Martinique 0 0 0 0 0 0
Philadelphia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rhode Island 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rotterdam 1015 16.4 509 8.2 50.1 14.1
TOTALS 6176 100.0 3600 58.2 100.0
•Fredericksburg, Royston's, Falmouth, Dixon's
Source: Return of Total Exports of Tobacco from the District of Tappahannock, April 1-June 30, 1792,
Port Officer's Records, 1782-1789, Auditor's Item 224, Virginia State Archives: Return of Total 
Exports of Tobacco at the district of Tappahannock, July 1-Sept. 30, 1792, ibid.
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Available records from tobacco warehouses in the 
Fredericksburg area corroborate the pattern, Royston's 
and Fredericksburg warehouses were the two public inspections 
in the town itself. Two others, Falmouth and Dixon's, were 
across the river. Pre-Revolutionary records for only the 
Fredericksburg warehouse have survived, and exports from 
that location are reported below in table 7a . Mean annual 
exports from the Fredericksburg warehouses in the years 
between 1763 and 177 5 for which data are available were 
just over 1,7 00 hogsheads. Mean annual exports from the 
same warehouse for the years 1783 through 1810 were only 
slightly more than 1,100 hogsheads.
Immediately after the war tobacco exports from 
Fredericksburg warehouse soon exceeded pre-war levels. Then 
a precipitate decline took place after 1791, the last year 
in which exports from the warehouse exceeded the mean of 
the years before the war. The total number of hogsheads 
exported from Fredericksburg warehouse in the 19 years from 
1791 through 1810 was 14,853, or 765 fewer than the 15,618 
exported in just eight years from 1783 through 1791. The 
mean annual exports from 1783 through 1791 were 1,952 
hogsheads, while from 17 91 through 1810 mean annual exports 
were only 782 hogsheads.
The post-war pattern of exports from each of the three 
other warehouses in Fredericksburg and Falmouth was similar 
to that at the Fredericksburg. Annual exports took a sharp 
decline after 1791. As table 7 and figure 5 illustrate,
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the exports from all four warehouses dropped most drama­
tically in the time between 17 91-92 and 17 92-93, perhaps 
because the abolition of the French tobacco monopoly 
disrupted the marketing system. While there was some 
recovery after 17 93, it was only temporary and tobacco 
exporting began a steady decline from 1798 through 1810.
The early 1790's marked a turning point in the tobacco 
trade from Fredericksburg and its immediate vicinity. Despite 
the recovery after the 17 92 collapse, tobacco's importance 
was on the wane. Table 8 shows that the mean annual exports 
from the Fredericksburg warehouse between 1792 and 1802 were 
58% lower than during the period between 1782 and 1792. The 
comparable figure for Royston's warehouse was 51%. The 
differential at Dixon's warehouse was only 19%. Falmouth 
warehouse, however, closed in 1796,57 and Dixon's inspected 
all the tobacco formerly handled by the two warehouses. The 
mean annual exports from Dixon's and Falmouth combined 
between 17 92 and 18 02 were 52% lower than for the two 
inspections combined between 178 2 and 17 92. Between 18 02 
and 1812, the exports from all inspections declined still 
further.
57Two pieces of evidence support this assertion. First 
there are no records of inspections at Falmouth after 1796, 
Second, a Stafford County petition to re-establish a second 
tobacco warehouse in Falmouth was rejected in 1798, See 
Petition of Sundry inhabitants of the County of Stafford,
Dec, 8 , 17 98, Stafford County Legislative Petitions, Box B, 
1798-1806, Virginia State Archives.
TABLE 7 a
Numbar of Oogahaada of Tobacco Shippad from 
Fradarickaburg Warahousa, 1762-1775
YEAR___________________ NUMBER OF HOGSHEADS
Oct. 1762-Oct. 1763 1295
1763- 1764
1764- 1765 913
1765- 1766 1411
1766- 1767 1112
1767- 1768 1371
1768- 1769
1769- 1770 1707
1770- 1771 2342
1771- 1772 1920
1772- 1773 1891
1773- 1774 2152
1774- 1775 2610
Sourcat Holladay Family Papara, 1753-1961, aaction 5, 
Virginia Hiatorical Sociaty.
TABLE 7b
Numbar of Hogaheada of Tobacco Shipped from 
Fradarickaburg, Royaton'a Dixon'a and Falmouth Harahousas
1782*1812
YEAR NUMBER OF HOGSHEADS
______________FREDERICKSBURG ROYSTON'S DIXON'S FALMOUTH
Oct. 1782-Oct. 1783 157 1256 676* 1108
1783- 1784 1269 2136 3177 1084
1784- 1785 1849 2045 1903 1357
1785- 1786 2600 2706 1803 1500
1786- 1787 2461 2658 1346 1247
1787- 1788 2187 2589 1398 1236
1788- 1789 2015 2753 1485 1422
1789- 1790 1400 1997 1207 1152
1790- 1791 1837 2066 1043 857
1791- 1792 1405 1749 1023 1016
1792- 1793 378 407 366 155
1793- 1794 1097 1553 1050
1794- 1795 795 1043 1215 190
1795- 1796 743 1032 441 155
1796- 1797 298 587 631
1797- 1798 685 971 1397
1798- 1799 1123 1484 2272
1799- 1800 925 1528 1793
1800- 1801 656 1302 1820
1801- 1802 526 934 1349
TABLE 7b
Continued
YEAR NUMBER OF HOGSHEADS
______________FREDERICKSBURG ROYSTON'S DIXON'S FALMOUTH
18 02-Oct, 1803 729 1147 2057
1803- 18 04 471 761 1275
1804- 1805 83Q 1127 1152
1805- 1806 933 1201 1886
1806- 1807 731 925 1001
1807- 1808 462 338 549
1808- 1809 723 660 692
1809- 1810 1243 1306 1318
1810- 1811 366 375 532
•Number of Hogsheads shipped from May 23, 1783-Sept. 30, 1783
Sources: Inspectors of Tobacco and Flour Papers, 1785-1865;
Auditor's Item 210, Boxes 3 and 12, Virginia State 
Archives; Auditor's Journal, July 27, 1779-Dec.
1780 (etc.), f. 30, Auditor's Item 30, ibid. (listed 
in accession file as Tobacco Inspector's ledger, 1795- 
1812; 1783-1818); Statistics of tobacco exported, 
Auditor's Itam 49, ibid.
FIGURE 5
Number of Hogsheads of Tobacco Exported From
Warehouses in Fredericksburg and Falmouth
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TABLE 8
Mean Annual Tobacco Exports, In Hogsheads, from 
Fredericksburg, Royston's, Dixon's, and Falmouth Warehouses
YEAR__________ FREDERICKSBURG ROYSTON’S DIXON'S FALMOUTH DIXON'S AND FALMOUTH
1763-1775 1702
1783-1810 1129 1445 1354 1773
1782-1792 1718 2196 1506 1198 2704
1792-1802 723 1084 1224 50 1289
1802-1812 657 793 1046 1046
Source: Table 7.
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As the level of Fredericksburg's tobacco trade changed, 
so did the destinations of the Rappahannock crop. In general, 
the American tobacco trade returned to the British entrepot 
by 17 90. The British government opened its ports to 
American tobacco brought in British and American ships in 
June 1783. It also eliminated the requirement that the Old 
Subsidy of 1 d, per pound be paid in cash on entry. This 
leniency helped facilitate the re-export business, resulting 
in British ports becoming as attractive as French free ports. 
These government measures, the personal preferences of 
American planters, and available credit helped the British 
recapture the tobacco trade.5®
The French made some inroads into the trade from 1784 
to 1787, however, even during this period, most ships taking 
tobacco directly to France loaded return cargoes in Britain. 
After the Morris tobacco contract expired in 1788 and the 
French Farmers-General began curtailing purchases generally 
in early 1789, tobacco exports from the United States to 
Britain rose again in the period from 1788 to 17 91. Since 
much of the tobacco imported into Great Britain was re­
exported to France, British imports dropped abruptly again 
in 1792 after the French monopoly was abolished and the
* C Q
trade entered a long period of stagnation, J
5®Price, France and the Chesapeake, II, 732-733,
59Ibid., II, 734, 785-786, 841-842.
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Within Great Britain, too, there was considerable 
reorientation of the tobacco trade. Between 1771 and 177 5,
55% of British tobacco imports came into England and 45% 
into Scotland, After 17 8 3 Scotland's share never rose above 
20%, Ports like Whitehaven, which, like the Scottish ports, 
were dependent on French demand, also failed to recover after 
the Revolution, Although Glasgow merchants were not excluded 
as entirely from the tobacco trade as the statistics on 
British imports might suggest, much of the commerce they 
enjoyed before the war flowed directly from the United States 
to the continent afterward. As a result, in 1789 and 17 90, 
when the entrepot trade returned briefly to Britain, only 
Liverpool merchants, in contrast to their colleagues in 
London, Bristol, and Glasgow, had any hope that it could be 
held permanently.60
The fragmentary records for the Rappahannock naval 
office for 1789, 1790, and 1792 in table 6 show, not 
surprisingly, that the direction of Fredericksburg's tobacco 
trade changed, too. Before the Revolution about one-third 
of the tobacco exported from the Rappahannock went to 
Scotland. Another 15 to 25% went to Whitehaven in most 
years, although, as table 9 shows, by the 1760's Liverpool 
was becoming a more popular market than its West Country 
rival. By 1789, both Scotland and Whitehaven had been
60Ibid., II, 733-735.
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eliminated as markets. In the three years for which any 
records exist, Rotterdam, Liverpool, London, Cork, and 
L'Orient were the most common ports for Rappahannock tobacco. 
L'Orient and Le Havre were more likely to receive leaf from 
the inspections in Fredericksburg and Falmouth than was 
London. Other French ports and American cities took small 
amounts, while the West Indies took virtually nothing.
Table 6 shows the destinations of tobacco shipped from 
the Rappahannock as a whole, and from the inspections in 
Fredericksburg and Falmouth. Table 10 reveals more about 
the specific behavior of Fredericksburg merchants. The 
exporters shown are men whose names appear on both the 
customs records and the Fredericksburg personal property tax
list for the same year. Fredericksburg merchants generally 
drew 80% or more of their cargoes from local warehouses. A
little under 60% of the tobacco shipped from the 
Rappahannock in the periods reported was handled by 
Fredericksburg merchants. Like merchants elsewhere along the 
Rappahannock, those in Fredericksburg consistently favored 
Rotterdam and Liverpool. They also did significant business 
with Cork, London, and Falmouth. Table 10 suggests that 
changes occurred in the patterns of trade once the French 
tobacco monopoly was abolished. The French ports of 
Bordeaux, Dunkirk, and LeHavre received 28% of the known 
exports by Fredericksburg merchants in 17 92, whereas they 
had received none before. Rotterdam's percentage dropped 
substantially in that year, from 82% in 1789 and 76% in 1790
TABLE 9
Percentage of Rappahannock. Tobacco Shipped to Liverpool, Whitehaven, and Scotland, 1727-1772
YEAR LIVERPOOL WHITEHAVEN SCOTLAND
1727-28 11.5 0 34.1
1730-31 9.6 16.8 26.3
1733-34 14.5 15.4 19.7
1735-36 17.9 15.0 28.6
1736-37 16.8 17.0 31.4
1737-38 9.0 14.3 38.8
1738-39 13.2 20.6 34.3
1739-40 12.5 14.2 27.8
1740-41 18.7 22.7 30.2
1741-42 13.8 21.2 23.7
1742-43 12.5 28.5 19.9
1743-44 10.6 27.9 29.8
1744-45 13.5 24.1 34.0
1745-46 15.1 16.9 25.8
1746-47 17.3 20.8 22.1
1749-50 7.9 35.8 40.2
1750-51 6.4 25.7 44.1
1751-52 8.8 25.6 51.5
1752-53 9.7 22.6 44.4
1754-55 15.2 31.5 25.0
1755-56 16.0 23.1 30.7
1758-59 11.4 21.8 35.8
1760-61 13.1 14.9 49.5
1761-62 18.2 16.0 32.1
1762-63 13.8 15.7 34.1
1763-64 12.7 11.8 35.4
1765-65 14.3 8.4 41.0
1765-66 11.7 8.5 41.0
1766-67 8.7 8.6 42.7
1768-69 11.0 6.2 60.7
1771-72 15.5 0 39.0
Source: Rappahannock Naval Officer Returna.
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to 17% in 17 92, The apparent decrease in shipments to the 
Dutch port was relative, however, since shipments to French 
ports increased significantly in 1792 when some of the 
largest Fredericksburg exporters, Humphrey McAusland,
William Drummond, and Fontaine Maury, radically increased 
their business in that country. Perhaps the larger merchants 
alone could respond to letters like the one in the Virginia 
Herald urging speculations in Le Havre on the ground that 
the city expected to import more tobacco after the Farmers- 
General were abolished,^  The smaller merchants continued 
to consign their tobacco to Liverpool and London.
There was a great deal of continuity in the group of 
largest tobacco exporters. Seven different men were in the 
group in 1789, 1790, and 17 92. Four of these appeared in at 
least two different years, and one appeared in all three 
years. The merchants, and their country of birth are listed 
in table 11. Only one of the men was a native Virginian, 
one was a Flemish immigrant, and five, including both 
principals of Patton and Dalrymple, were Scottish. This 
indicates that the Fredericksburg tobacco trade followed 
the pattern of post-war tobacco commerce in general.
Scottish merchants continued to exercize a good deal of 
control even though shipments went directly from the United
^Extract of a letter from Havre de Grace to Fredericks­
burg, May 8 , 1791, Virginia Herald, July 7, 1791, p.3, c.2.
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States to the continent rather than by way of S c o t l a n d .
In the early 17 90's the proportion of tobacco exports 
handled by the largest Fredericksburg exporters decreased.
In 1789 the three largest shippers sold 83% of 
Fredericksburg's tobacco. In 1790 the top four merchants 
still controlled 80% of the trade, but in 17 92, the top 
five controlled only 65%. In the latter year William 
Drummond and Humphrey McAusland sold amounts similar to 
those they had in the past, and Fontaine Maury and Robert 
Galloway sold much more. Smaller merchants simply increased 
their exports at a higher rate than the larger.
Liverpool and London were the main beneficiaries of 
the activity of the smaller exporters. The mean size of a 
merchant's shipment to London in 17 92 was 31 hogsheads, and 
to Liverpool 46 hogsheads. Although these figures are 
double and triple the comparable ones for 1790, they are 
still far below the mean shipment of 100 hogsheads to 
Rotterdam or 201 to the French p o r t s . J o n a t h a n  Harris' 
correspondence also shows the prominence of small shippers 
in the trade between Fredericksburg and Liverpool. A 
consignment to Liverpool in 17 92 listed eight merchants 
exporting an average of 16 hogsheads each, Harris himself
^Price, France and the Chesapeake, II, 735; Devine, 
Tobacco Lords, pT 162,
®3Mean shipment sizes calculated from table 10,
TABLE 10a
Destinations of Tobacco Exported by Merchants Living in Fredericksburg,
August 1-December 31, 1789
(in hogsheads)
Exporter
Destination
c 
*  10
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10 
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16 13 20 4 824a,b
aThis total accounts for 55* of the total Rappahannock exports in Table 6a. 
b672 hhds. (82* of this total) were from Fredericksburg warehouses.
Source: Return of Total Exports of Tobacco at the Collectors Office for the district of Rappahannock
River, Aug. 1-Dec. 31, 1789, Port Officer’s Records, 1782-17B9, Auditor’s Item 224, Virginia 
State Archives.
TABLE 10b
Destinations of Tobacco Exported by Merchants Living in Fredericksburg.
April 1-June 30, 1790
(in hogsheads)
Exporter
Destination as *3 L
§3 «tax  o. o
• ■3 >H ■ do
-* rn 0 4  A M
*55 0*1 u o m on
16238 124Falmouth
Havre de Grace
91Liverpool
London
25 2012
136
211 303 8 1208216411 49
411 51TOTALS 20
aThis total accounts for 59% of the total Rappahannock exports in Table 6b. 
b1551 hhds. (97% of this total) were from Fredericksburg warehouses.
Sourcei Return of Total Exports of Tobacco at the Collector's Office for the District of Rappahannock 
River, April 1-June 30, 1790, Port Officer's Records, 1782-1789, Auditor's Item 224, Virginia 
State Achives.
TABLE 10c
Deatinations of Tobacco Exported by Merchants Living in Fredericksburg,
April l-September 30, 1792
(in hogsheads)
Exporter
Destination
f  i inmo,
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Bordeaux 
Cork 
Dunkirk 
Havre de Grace 
Liverpool 
London 
Hotterdam 
TOTALS
247
26
72 104 20 131 187 27 
43 57 14 11
188 100 
115 161 20 580 224 127
12 109
363 191
290
174 
17 
22
76 200
370
12 283
12 12
72
30
8 12 109 363 480 490 102 375 14 12 8 19 2 283 9
247 
950 
290 
469 
735 
27 248 
601
27 3540 
a,b
“This total accounts for 57t of the total Rappahannock exports in Table 6c. 
b2895 hhds. (82t of this total) were froai Fredericksburg warehouses.
Sourcei Return of Total Exports of Tobacco from the District of Tappahannock, April 1-June 30, 1792i 
Return of Total Exports of Tobacco at the district of Tappahannock, July 1-Sept. 30, 1792, 
Port Officer's Records, 1782-1789, Auditor's Item 224, Virginia State Archives.
TABLE 11
Merchants Controlling Majority of Predarickaburg Tobacco Exports 
1789, 1790, and 1792 with their places of Birth
1790
William Drummond* 
Charles Leemans*** 
Fontaine Maury**
1791
William Drusnsond* 
Humphrey McAusland* 
Patton t Dalrymple** 
Robert Galloway*
1792
Fonatine Maury** 
Robert Galloway* 
William Drummond* 
Thomas Simpson**** 
Humphrey McAusland*
* Scotland 
** Virginia 
*** Michelin, Brabant 
**** unknown
aRobert Patton and John Dalrymple were both Scottish
Sources: Table 10; order Book B, 135, 152; Order Book C, 70;
Hayden, Virginia Families, 34, Maury Mae, Box 2.
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freighted an additional 66 hogsheads he had purchased in 
Virginia.
In the late 1780's and early 1790*s the Fredericksburg 
newspapers abounded with offers to carry tobacco to Liverpool 
and London on consignment. James Ross, William Lovell,
William Drummond, and Murray, Grinnan and Mundell were some 
of the Fredericksburg merchants acting as agents for Liverpool 
firms.®5 Benjamin Day, the former Virginia commercial agent, 
handled consignments for William Anderson and Company of 
London.®® Dawes, Stevenson and Company, also of London, had 
David Blair handle their Fredericksburg business, and employed 
other agents in Port Royal and Falmouth.®7
The activity of small shippers raises the questions why 
they entered the market, and why they did business in London
®4jonathan Harris, Tappahannock, to Joseph Williamson, 
July 12, 1792, Jonathan Harris Letterbook, Library of Con­
gress. Two of the consignments were by John Hipkins and 
Company, and James Miller and Sons, both substantial firms. 
Hipkins exported 327 hogsheads from April 1-September 30,
17 92, and Miller 24 0. These totals were still below the 
amounts shipped by the fifth of the top five Fredericksburg 
exporters during the same period. See Return of Total Exports 
of Tobacco from the District of Tappahannock, April 1-Sept.
30, 1792, Port Officer's Records, 1782-1789, Auditor's Item 
224, Virginia State Archives,
^Virginia Herald, Jan, 21, 1789, p.3, c.4; Feb, 4,
1790, p.3, c.4; May 2, 1790, p.l, c,4; May 20, 1809, p.3, c,
4; Account of Sales of 32 Hhds tobacco per "Gov, Strong,"
Mar, 2Q, 18 05, Grinnan Papers, Box 3, Virginia Historical 
Society.
®®Virginia Herald, Dec, 11, 1788, p,2, c,3; June 24, 
1790, p.4, c.3; Mat, 10, 1791, p.2 , c.3.
67Ibid., May 7, 1789, p.3, c,3; May 6, 1790, p.3, c.3.
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and Liverpool, The small shippers were attracted in 1792 by 
price rises in familiar markets rather than by speculative 
opportunities in the new monopoly-free French market. After 
a period of low prices in the 1780's, short crops in the 
early 1790's began to drive prices up. As early as March 
1791/ the tobacco inspectors advertised that "the 
Fredericksburg Warehouses are open to inspect and store 
tobacco, being little more than half filled," By the 
summer of 1792 merchants predicted that the year's crop would 
be 1,000 hogsheads less at each warehouse than the preceding 
year,^^ In August 17 92, Jonathan Harris wrote, "the W.
Houses are very empty. The ensuing crop will still be 
shorter in quantity than the last wch was little over half 
what they usually take . . . ."70
Encouraged by hopes of rising prices, small shippers 
were attracted to English ports by several factors. For one, 
Fredericksburgers had already established business connections 
in Liverpool and London before the Revolution7  ^ Small 
exporters could expect to obtain credit there from merchants 
who re-exported to the Low Countries. This credit facilitated
fr^ Ibid., Mar, 10, 1791, p.3, c,2.
^Jonathan Harris, Fredericksburg, to Joseph Williamson, 
June 3, 1792, Johatha,n Harris Letterbook,
70Jonathan Harris, Fredericksburg, to Joseph Williamson, 
Aug. 28, 1792, ibid,
71see, for example, Yates Letterbook, passim., for the 
extensive correspondence Yates carried on with Liverpool 
merchants.
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purchasing return cargoes. A merchant shipping directly to
Holland, on the other hand, would more likely have had to
7 2  .extend rather than receive credit. Delays m  receiving
remittances from the Dutch would have impaired a small
merchant's ability to purchase the manufactured goods he
wanted in England,
Some of the tobacco sent from Fredericksburg to the
English ports was ultimately destined for Ostend and
Rotterdam, as was much of the leaf shipped directly to the
continent by Fredericskburg1s larger exporters. James Maury,
for example, re-exported Rappahannock tobacco from Liverpool 
73to Ostend, and Murray, Grinnan and Mundell consigned 
Rotterdam-bound tobacco to London.74 The popularity of 
both Rotterdam and Liverpool as markets for Fredericksburg 
tobacco after 1789 rose because both were relatively 
independent of French demand. French purchases at Liverpool 
were never very important even before the Revolution, since 
Liverpool merchants were willing to tie up capital and wait 
for price rises rather than take advantage of the rapid turn­
over the French market allowed, Liverpool's commercial 
relations were with cities like Ostend, the entrepot for
72Price, France and the Chesapeake, I, 665,
73William Ewart to James Maury, 1789, Hunter-Garnett 
Papers, Maury Mss, Box 2, 178 9, Miscellaneous Correspondence, 
University of Virginia Library,
74Account of Sales of 150 hhd tobacco, June 30, 1805, 
Grinnan Papers, Box 4.
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7 ^tobacco exports to Flanders and Germany, 3 and Rotterdam,
also a great pre-war tobacco entrepot. From 1730 on,
important British mercantile families such as the Lowthers
of Whitehaven and Herries of Glasgow, established business
ties with Rotterdam.7*> Although the French made significant
7 7purchases there during the Seven Years War, the port was 
principally a distribution point for tobacco bound for 
northern Europe and a competitor to Ostend.7® Turnover was 
slow, and traders to Rotterdam had to be willing, like the 
Liverpool merchants, to tie up capital.79 At a time when the 
French monopoly was curtailing purchases, trade in ports like 
Rotterdam and Liverpool might be expected to grow. Large 
exporters in Fredericksburg who could encumber capital for 
a period of time shipped directly to Rotterdam. Smaller 
shippers who needed credit extended, participated in the 
same market indirectly through Liverpool.
At least two Fredericksburgers moved to Liverpool 
after the Revolution to facilitate commerce between the 
Rappahannock and the Mersey. Thomas Barwise, who resided in 
Fredericksburg from 1789 to 1794,80 had established himself
7 ^Price, France and the Chesapeake, I, 501-503, 594,
76Ibid,, I, 596, 599, 620; IX, 720,
7 7Ibid., II, 965.
7 8Ibid., I, 501.
79Ibid., I, 665.
80Fredericksburg Personal Property Tax Lists, 1789-1794, 
Virginia State Archives.
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81in Liverpool by 1800. More information is available about
James Maury, Charles Yates' protege, who settled in
Liverpool as an American merchant in 1 7 8 6 . Maury was later
appointed United States consul in Liverpool. His business
there sheds further light on Fredericksburg's tobacco trade
after the Revolution.
Before departing for England Maury was careful to
establish business correspondents in Alexandria, Dumfries,
Fredericksburg, and Richmond, and in Louisa County. He
also solicited consignments from planters between Richmond
and Alexandria. His younger brother, Fontaine, was his
8 ^Fredericksburg agent. The personal contact paid off, for 
before the end of 1786 Maury received consignments from
84Col. Lawrence Taliaferro which he sold to a Victor Busigny. 
Maury later enlisted Busigny’s aid in classifying tobacco 
for market, and, more importantly, in securing credit from
English bankers.
By 1788 Maury had two vessels in operation between
O 1
William Fleming, Glasgow, to Daniel Grinnan, June 28, 
1800, Grinnan Papers, Box 2.
®2Maury Mss, Box 2, Genealogical Data.
James Maury, Fredericksburg, to Lewis Holladay, Mar. 
25, 1786, Holladay Family Papers, 1728-1931, section 43, 
folder 5, Virginia Historical Society, Richmond.
8 4Account of Sales of Tobacco received by the Venus,
May 20, 1787, Maury Mss, Box 2.
James Maury, Liverpool, to Victor Busigny, Aug. 23, 
1787, ibid.
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Liverpool and the Rappahannock. Meanwhile, Fontaine, in
Fredericksburg, placed advertisements in the Virginia Herald,
made arrangements for freight, and marketed the manufactured
□ £
goods his brother sent from England. ° The relationship 
undoubtedly explains Fontaine's appearance on the customs 
records as one of Fredericksburg's great shippers. The 
credit arrangements his brother James made with British 
bankers, however, illustrates the extent to which the 
continental tobacco trade remained dependent on British 
capital.
When James Maury arrived in England he found a
specialized tobacco market. "This Market," he wrote, "is
good for Tobaccoes of prime Quality particularly Leaf, which
is of quick sale. Stemed stil sells tolerably well but is
8 7not so much in demand as it has been." Even at times when 
the general market was poor, stemmed tobacco, and high 
quality leaf often sold well in Liverpool. In 1789 when 
overall sales were so slow that Maury looked "for a great 
Diminution in the Culture of this weed," he consoled himself 
with the observation that "stemed supports its price 
decently as also Leaf of really good quality."®® Another
®®Virginia Herald, Dec. 18, 1788, p.2, c.3; May 7, 1789, 
p.3, c.3.
a 7
James Maury, Liverpool, to Lewis Holladay, Feb. 10, 
1787, Holladay Family Papers, section 43, folder 5.
o o
00James Maury, Liverpool, to James Duncanson, Sept. 28, 
1789, Maury Mss, Box 2.
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merchant noted that fine tobacco continued to sell well, 
commenting, "our market is very bare of Tobacco of good and
p 9
fine qualities, and for such there is a very brisk demand." 
Still another merchant explained, "the very heavy duty which 
the manufacturers now pay on Tobacco occasions their decidedly 
preferring the good and fine qualities; such, therefore, meet 
a pretty ready sale.'
In spite of his dependence on British capital and 
occasional periods of despondency when sales were slow, James 
Maury prospered as a merchant. Tobacco and, later, cotton
Q *1
imports were his mainstays. His tobacco profits allowed 
him to buy a ship and begin trade with India by 1796.^2 He 
also sent ventures to China and the Dutch West Indies, 
exporting cloth and iron to exchange for coffee and cotton. 
While continuing a tobacco trade with Benjamin Day in 
Fredericksburg,®4 he also dealt in cotton and coffee through
®®Merchant's letter, Virginia Herald, Oct. 15, 1802, 
p.3, c.3.
®°Letter from a merchant in Liverpool, Virginia Herald, 
Aug. 15, 1806, p.3, c.2.
91summary Sheet of Profits and Losses, 1795-1810, Maury 
Mss, Box 2, Miscellaneous Accounts, Commodity Quotations.
Q ^
Overton Anderson, Southampton, to James Maury, April
6 , 1796, Maury Mss, Box 3.
®^0verton Anderson, London, to James Maury, Aug. 22, 
1796, Maury Mss, Box 3; Overton Anderson, London, to James 
Maury, Oct. 18, 1797, ibid.
®4Benjamin Day, Fredericksburg, to James Maury, Jan.
25, 1806, ibid.
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9 5agents in Baltimore. J
James Maury's experience illustrates the fate of 
Fredericksburg's tobacco trade. The realities of business 
and requirements of capital turned Maury essentially into a 
British merchant. The tobacco markets remaining after 1791 
demanded the best quality tobacco. The ports which trad­
itionally supplied those markets were accessible only to 
merchants able to encumber their capital for long periods 
of time. Merchants like Maury still speculated in tobacco 
when the price was good, but in order to prosper, they had 
to deal in other goods as well. With markets limited in 
size and restricted to high grades of tobacco, the small 
merchant could only deal in tobacco as an occasional 
speculation when prices seemed unusually good. This often 
meant selling his tobacco in Virginia to one of the larger 
m e r c h a n t s . T h e  alternative was for the small merchant 
to enter other lines of trade.
After the Revolution the entrepreneurial headquarters 
for the tobacco trade remained in Britain just as before the 
war. The demand for stemmed tobacco, which held up after
^Christopher Johnson, Baltimore, to James Maury, Mar.
20, 1805, ibid.
^6See Jonathan Harris, Fredericksburg, to Joseph 
Williamson, Aug. 28, 1792, Jonathan Harris Letterbook;
Benjamin Day, Fredericksburg, to Ralph Wormeley, July 20,
1803, Wormeley Family Papers, 1791-1952, section 2, Virginia 
Historical Society, Richmond for examples of speculators 
buying "in the Country" from smaller dealers.
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the demand for ordinary tobacco declined, did produce some 
spread effects in the Fredericksburg economy, however. Two 
tobacco stemmeries advertised to hire slave women and 
children in the late 1780's and early 1790's."  In January 
1801 the Virginia legislature took note of the importance 
of the stemming business by adding to the number of reg­
ulations governing it." Anyone stemming or manufacturing 
tobacco was required to obtain a license from the county or 
corporation court. Stemmers and manufacturers were enjoined 
from using anything but inspected tobacco, and were forbidden 
to purchase tobacco from any black person. Licensees had to 
post a $2,000 bond before obtaining a permit."  Under this 
law, the Fredericksburg Hustings Court usually licensed two 
or three stemming operations a year in town between 1801 and 
1806.1^0 Although there was some continuity in stemming 
firms, table 12 shows that the business was easy to enter, 
leave, and re-enter depending on marketing conditions. The 
process required little skill and minimal investment, and 
employed slaves instead of wage-earners. As a result, its 
spread effects were extremely limited.
" Virginia Herald, April 2, 1789 , p.3, c.3; April 29, 
1790, p.4, c.4; April 21, 1791, p.4, c.4.
"previously tobacco manufacturers only needed to post 
a bond and have their product inspected at the warehouses. 
Samuel Shepherd, The Statutes at Large of Virginia, 3 vols. 
(Richmond: Samuel Shepherd, 1838-1836), II, 2 1 .
" ibid., II, 287-288.
100Order Book D, 259, 275, 280; Order Book E, 43, 75,
128; Order Book F, 38, 40, 73, 94-95, 97, 09.
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In contrast to the flagging tobacco trade, the cereal 
grain trade attracted many merchants in the late eighteenth 
and early nineteenth centuries. Wheat production in 
particular, claimed the historian L.C. Gray, was turned to 
because of the disruption of the tobacco market and the high 
prices of grain resulting from the French Revolution. An 
acute shortage of grain in Europe and the French West Indies 
in 1789 forced prices almost to double. Prices remained 
high until 1796, with markets especially good in 1792.
The shift to grain production and export produced spread 
effects that even a healthy tobacco trade could not have 
effected.
Export data show just how dramatic the shift to wheat 
culture and marketing was in the Fredericksburg area between 
late eighteenth century and the early 1800's. Indian corn 
exports from the Rappahannock showed fairly steady growth 
from the 1740's onward. Wheat exports fluctuated 
tremendously before the Revolution, and wheat only became
102established as a major export commodity in the mid 1760's. 
Table 13 below shows wheat, flour, and Indian corn exports 
from the Rappahannock Naval District from March 1763 through 
March 1772 for years with complete records. The mean wheat 
exports for the six years reported was just over 6,000
^■®*Gray, History of Agriculture, II, 607. 
102gee above, chapter 2 , figure 3.
TABLE 12
Licenses to Stem and Manufacture Tobacco Granted by 
Fredericksburg Hustings Court, 1801-1 RIO
1801
Benjamin Day
William
Drumond
Robert Walker
1802 1804 180S 1806 1808
Robert Walker 
John Alloock
Robert Walker Robert Walker Robert Vfalker
John Soott
Janes Yotmg 6 
Company
1809
John Stewart 
Richard Johnson
John Soott
James Young t. 
Company
Samuel (iwdon
David
Henderson
Robert Hackay
Jolm Soott
Sources Fredericksburg Hustings Court Order Book D, pp. 259, 275, 280; Order Book E, pp. 43, 75, 78, 128; Order 
38, 40, 73, 94-95, 98-98.
1810
John Scott 
James Younq (it
Cogvury
Samel Gordon
David
Henderson
Gerard Banks 
Book F, pp.
TABLE 13
Rappahannock Naval District Grain and Flour Exports, 1763-1772, 
For Years With Complete Records
YEAR WHEAT (bu) INDIAN CORN (bu) FLOUR (bbl)
1763-1764 504 24,332 11
1764-1765 3,166 44,047 12
1765-1766 21,251 54,094 299
1766-1767 2,687 51,963 86
1768-1769 5,473 89,961 2,318*
1771-1772 3,057 72,665 4,363*
Statistics for flour and bread.
Source: Rappahannock Naval Officer Returns.
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bushels annually. Mean flour exports were just under 1,200 
barrels annually and mean Indian corn exports approximately
56,000 bushels.103
A half century later the system had vastly changed. 
Fredericksburg and Falmouth wheat exports for the year 
between August 31, 1809, and August 31, 1810, reported in 
Table 14, were nearly 52 times the pre-war mean for the 
entire Rappahannock. Indian corn exports in the same 
period were only double the pre-war mean, but flour exports 
multiplied by a factor of 75. In the period from September 
1 to November 30, 1810, wheat exports from Fredericksburg 
and Falmouth were 47 times greater than the pre-war mean for 
the entire region, and 13 times greater than the best pre­
war year. Flour exports for the three-month period were 
23 times greater than the pre-war annual mean.
How typical are the export figures for 1810? The only 
statistical sources available to help answer that question 
are the annual records of flour inspected in Fredericksburg 
from September 1, 1801, through November 30, 1810, reported 
in table 15, and partial records of sales by the 
Fredericksburg firm of Murray, Grinnan and Mundell for the
lO^The mean for wheat is skewed by the unusually high 
exports during 17 65-66. The mean for the other five years is 
2,977 bushels. The figure for flour is similarly skewed by 
high exports in 1768-69 and 1771-72. Determining actual flour 
exports is further complicated by a lack of uniformity in 
reporting flour exports in the Naval Officer returns.
TABLE 14
Produce Exported From Fredericksburg and Falmouth, 1809-1810
DATES WHEAT
(bu)
FLOUR
(bbl)
CORN
(bu)
BRAN
(bu)
TOBACCO
(hhd)
LAMPBLACK FLAXSEED 
(hhd) (tierces)
Yr: Aug. 
Aug.
31, 1809- 
31, 1810 310,985 1/2 88,267 127,459 10,046 4,899 230 950
Ho: Sep 1-30, 09 86,753 12,776 35,885 3,346 540 16
Oct 1-31, 09 72,779 6,401 7,600 77 186
Jan 1-31, 10 4,070 4,057 8,759
Feb 1-28, 10 5,500 7,309 4,610 350 21
Har 1-31, 10 4,050 9,135 12,903 708
Apr 1-30, 10 5,907 7,610 12,250 525 45
Jun 1-30, 10 2,400 2,710 5,072 382
Jul 1-31, 10 2,160 2,718 5,000 224
Aug 1-31, 10 65,426 1/2 6,741 10,100 215
Sep 1-30, 10 148,813 8,582 3,000 256
Oct 1-31, 10 75,954 8,396 3,700 316
Nov 1-30, 10 60,800 10,661 5,100 223 127
Source: Virginia Herald. Sept. 8, 1810, p.3, c.lf Oct. 4, 1809, p.3, c.2j Nov. 1, 1809, p.3, c.lf Feb.
2, 1810, p.3, c.2; (far. 3, 1810, p.3, c.2r Apr. 3, 1810, p.3, c.l; Hay 5, 1810, p.3, c.3f Jul.
7, 1810, p.3, c.4f Aug. 4, 1810, p.3, c.2; Sep. 1, 1810, p.3, c.3; Oct. 3, 1810, p.3, c.l; Nov.
7, 1810, p.3, C.lf Dec. 5, 1810, p.3, c.l.
TABLE 15
Flour Inspected In Fredericksburg, 1801-1810, in Barrels
DATES SUPERFINE FINE CROSS MIDDLINGS T0TAI.S
Sep 1, 1801-Sep 1, 1802 33,295 9,954 659 43,908
Jul 31, 1804-Jul 31, 1805 20,855 12,915 678 34,448
Aug 1, 1806-Aug 1, 1807 59,526 1,711 3B4 61,621
Aug 1, 1807-Aug 1, 1808 42,222 2,974 410 45,606
Aug 1, 1808-Aug 1, 1809 40,526 11,188 2,719 54,433
Aug 1-Now 30, 1B10 26,281 294 15 26,590
52,653* 
(extrapolation for 
year through Aug 1 
1811)
*In the period Jan 1-Nov 30, 1810, 49.5% of the flour exported was exported between January 
1 and July 31, If the same ratio applies to inspections and exports, this should be a 
reasonable extrapolation.
Source: Virginia Herald, Sep 7, 1802, p.2, c.4; Aug 13, 1805, p.3, c.2; Aug 7, 1807, p.3,
c.2; Dec 7, 1008, p.3, c.3; Aug 16, 1809, p.3, c.3; Dec 12, 1810, p.3, c.2.
215.
period 1802-1810. The amount of flour inspected annually in 
Fredericksburg between 1801 and 1810 was consistently 30 to 
50 times the amount exported from the Rappahannock in an 
average pre-war year. Even during the embargo in 1808, the 
level of flour inspections held up. The figures confirm that 
levels of wheat production were substantially higher than 
before the Revolution at least as early as 1801, The export 
figures cited above for 1809 and 1810 thus are quite likely 
representative.
The sales figures for the single firm of Murray,
Grinnan and Mundell may not be complete in all cases. Since 
there are no account books for the firm, the figures have 
been compiled from loose bills of sale, some of which may 
have been lost. Nevertheless, it is clear from table 16 
that one Fredericksburg company alone exported more flour 
each year between 1802 and 1810 than was exported by all 
Rappahannock merchants in an average year before the 
Revolution.
Articles and letters in the newspaper as well as 
formats for real estate advertisements further illustrate 
the growing interest in wheat in the Fredericksburg region 
at least by the late 1780's. By then pieces concerning 
ways to increase wheat yields and control threats began to 
appear. The newspaper, for example, became a forum in 
which farmers warned their neighbors about the appearance of 
the Hessian fly and instructed each other about methods for
TABLE 16
Sales of Flour in Norfolk by George Murray and Company 
For Murray, Grinnan, and Mundell, Fredericksburg
TIME PERIOD # BBLS SOLD
1802 6,411.5
1803 15,322.5
1804 2,677.25
1805 (Feb.-Dec.) 68,887
1806 (Mar.-Nov.) 6,904
1807 13,451
1808 3,868.5
1809 5,972.5
1810 9,636
Source: Compiled from bills of sale in the Grinnan Papers,
Boxes 2, 3, and 4.
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104destroying it. Crop rotation methods promising yields of
26 bushels of wheat were d i s c u s s e d , a n d  gentlemen farmers, 
like Dr, Robert Wellford of Fredericksburg, contemplated the 
merits of cast iron mould boards and the latest methods for 
treading out w h e a t . A d v e r t i s e m e n t s  for land stressed the 
land’s potential profitability to the grain farmer. James 
Blair's 500 acres in Orange County, for example, were de­
scribed as conveniently located to several m i l l s . P h r a s e s  
such as "well calculated for the production of corn, wheat,
and tobacco," or "well adapted for all kinds of small grain,"
108were common in advertisements. Equipment for manufacturing
wheat was often advertised with the land. A plantation near 
Port Royal included a mill, two pair of stones, "every 
necessary for manufacturing wheat," and a kiln for drying
IQ^yirginia Herald, July 24, 1788, p.2, c.2; July 12,
17 99, p.2, c.2.
^®^"0n the culture of Buck-Wheat, Wheat and Potatoes 
alternately . . .," Virginia Herald, April 2, 1789, p.l, c. 
2-4. A typical yield in Tidewater Virginia in the mid 1780's 
was 6 to 12 bu./acre, Gray, History of Agriculture, II, 819- 
820, See also Earle, Tidewater Settlement System~7 129.
106Robert Wellford Diary #3, June 3-0ct. 14, 1801, 
Virginia Historical Society, entries for Aug, 21, Sept. 3, 
and Sept. 4.
]~07Virginia Herald, Oct, 16, 1788, p,lf c,2,
^0®See, for example, ibid., Oct. 23, 1788, p.l, c,2; 
Oct, 30, 1788, p.l, c.l; Dec. 24, 1789, p.4, c.3; Feb. 21, 
1798, p.4, c.l; May 9, 1798, p.3, c.2; Jan, 11, 1799, p,4, 
c.4; Jan. 22, 1799, p.3, c.4; Feb. 1, 1799, p.l, c,4; Mar.
1, 1799, p.3. c ,2,
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corn.2-®^  Carter Beverly offered for lease a mill, store,
cooperage, and timber for 3,000 barrels on land possessing
"every advantage that a fertile, abundant Grain country, and
110a thickly settled Neighborhood can give it." Of course,
the grain crops themselves were often advertised for sale as 
well.H-*- Farmers commented in letters about the rapid 
changover to wheat culture. James Duncanson, for example, 
wrote "I made but about 70 bushels wheat for sale, over 
what I sowed this fall . . . .  I never remember so much wheat 
sowed, if the winter, Spring and Harvest prove favorable the 
quantity ought to be larger than ever was made in Virginia in 
one iear."112
The enthusiasm for wheat culture was the result of 
improved markets as well as sagging tobacco sales. In general, 
American grain markets were poor between 1785 and 1787, 
revived with the advent of the wars of the French Revolution 
and with European crop failures in 1789, and remained 
relatively good until the spring of 1 7 9 6. Grain markets
-^Q^ Ibid. t Mar. 26, 1789, p.3, c.4,
110Ibid., p.l, c.l.
^^See, for example, ibid., Nov, 10, 17 89, p.4, c.2;
Sept. 29, 1791, p.3, c.4; Feb. 17, 1798, p.3, c.3; April 2,
1799, p.l, c.l.
112-Li James Duncanson, Fredericksburg, to James Maury, Jan. 
5, [1790]. Maury Mss, Box 2.
113Maganzin, "Economic Depression," p. 105; Gray,
History of Agriculture, II, 602, 607.
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revived again about 1800 and remained promising through 
1810. Prosperity for individual merchants, however, did not 
depend on general market trends, but on specific conditions 
in a single port at a particular time. It depended on 
weather, troop and fleet movements, crop failures, and 
whether a merchant could get his goods to market ahead of the 
competition. Such factors made grain exporting a risky 
business. Again it can be seen that the newspaper attempted 
to keep the Fredericksburg merchant community informed of 
the market conditions that determined their risks.
The articles and reprinted items in the newspaper are 
informative as to the dangers grain merchants faced, the 
cycles of trade, and the way Fredericksburg merchants 
operated. In late 1788 and early 1789 the Virginia Herald 
reported a scarcity of provisions in Martinique, a drought 
in St . Croix, and grain shortages in B r i t a i n . F r e n c h  
governors were forced to open harbors in the West Indies to 
foreign grain imports, and the British government forbade
TIC
corn exports from the British Isles. Fourteen vessels
were reported heading to America to load flour for St.
Domingo, and British merchants in Jamaica expected prices in 
Kingston to rise as grain was shipped from there to Port-au
^•^Virginia Herald, Feb. 12, 1789, p.3, c,4; May 7, 1789, 
p .3, c.3; May 2l, 1789 , p .3, c.2.
^•^Ibid., Feb. 12, 1789, p.2, c.4; May 16, 1789, p.3, c. 
4; May 21^ 1789, p.3, c.2.
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P r i n c e . T o  encourage farmers to bring produce to
Fredericksburg in order to meet the expected demand,
Fredericksburg merchants took steps to establish for a year
a free ferry across the Rappahannock for anyone bringing
country produce to town.117
But as Americans rushed to take advantage of new markets
in the islands, the bright prospects changed rapidly. By July
St, Domingo was glutted, and flour prices then fell to their
118lowest level since 1783. Cape Francois markets dried up
when vessels from Philadelphia, Baltimore, and Wilmington
, , 119
delivered 2,500 barrels of flour within three days.
French West Indies markets remained low into 17 90. A merchant
in Cape Francois noted ten or twelve Fredericksburg vessels
had arrived between October 27 and November 28, 178 9, part of
a fleet of 542 American vessels that had arrived since 
120January 178 9. Prices continued to decline. A similar
situation quickly developed even in Liverpool, where 60
121vessels loaded with flour arrived within twelve days.
116Ibid., May 21, 1789, p.2, c.3.
117Ibid., July 16, 1789, p.3, c.4.
118Ibid., Aug. 20, 1789, p.3, c.l.
119Ibid., Dec, 17, 1789, p.2, c,3.
120Ibid., Jan. 21, 1790, p.3, c.2.
121Ibid., April 15 , 1790, p ,3, c.2,
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While ports in the French West Indies, and thereafter
in Great Britain itself, reported poor prospects, ports in
France and the British West Indies seemed to offer better
markets. Provisions were scarce in Jamaica, and the King
of France exempted ships bringing wheat and flour from
duties for seven months, while offering bounties on wheat,
122flour, rye, rye flour, barley, and barley flour.
Exporters quickly adjusted their plans. The market for
American flour in Jamaica continued to be good through 1790,
especially as a gale destroyed plantains and other slave 
123food. However, French West Indies ports were closed to
American vessels in June 17 90.12i* Markets there, and in 
enterpots like Dutch St. Eustatia, remained glutted through 
1791,125
With the French West Indies and Britain unlikely to take 
large amounts of American grain, Fredericksburg merchants cast
about for alternative markets. Jonathan Harris dispatched
126 127ships to Ireland and Portugal in 1791 despite news
earlier in the year that prices in both places would probably
122Ibid., Feb, 11, 1790, p.3, c.l; Mar. 18, 1790, p.3,
c.3.
123Ibid,, Oct, 25, 1790, p.2, c.2-3,
•^2i*Ibid., July 29, 1790, p.2, c.3-4,
125Ibid,, Sept. 30, 1790, p.3, c,2; Nov. 25, 1790, p.3, 
c.2; Nov. 24, 1791, p.3, c.l,
126Jonathan Harris, Fredericksburg, to Joseph William­
son, Oct. 25, 1791, Jonathan Harris Letterbook.
^2^jonathan Harris, Tappahannock, to Joseph Williamson, 
Dec. 19, 1791, ibid.
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128be low. Harris continued to gamble on the southern
European market in 1792 and 1793, and other Rappahannock 
merchants did the same, Harris noted three other ships 
from the river and more from James River departing for 
Barcelona shortly after his in the spring of 1792. He 
feared that his own shipment of 1,000 bushels of Indian corn 
would arrive at an over stocked market. 12  ^ Later he con­
signed a shipment of 10,000 bushels to Cadiz, but instructed 
the captain of the vessel to seek the best market, possibly 
in Malaga.13® News that Portugese and Sicilian wheat crops 
had failed131 prompted him to send additional cargoes to 
Cadiz and Barcelona in 1793.132 He was undoubtedly pleased 
to learn that duties on wheat had been removed in Barcelona 
and that prices were rising there.133
Both the British and French West Indies proved poor
12®Virginia Herald, Feb. 3, 1791, p.2, c.2-3; Mar. 31,
1791, p.3, c.3.
12^Jonathan Harris, Fredericksburg, to Joseph Williamson, 
April 5, 1792, Jonathan Harris Letterbook.
130Jonathan Harris, Tappahannock, to James Duff, July 10,
1792, ibid.
131Jonathan Harris, Fredericksburg, to Joseph Williamson, 
Nov. 11, 1792, ibid.
132Jonathan Harris, Tappahannock, to Capt, John Bickett,
May 1, 1793, ibid.; Jonathan Harris, Fredericksburg, to Joseph 
Williamson, Dec. 15, 1793, ibid.
133Jonathan Harris, Fredericksburg, to Joseph Williamson,
June 25, 1793, ibid.
markets for American produce and flour well into the 
1341790’s, Letters from Surinam, Jamaica, and the Leeward
Islands in 17 99, all discouraging to American trade, were
published in the Virginia Herald. Only spotty improvements
in the Carribean markets occurred in the early 18 00's. Even
reports of flour scarcity, as in Havana in 1802, were often
accompanied by warnings that American vessels were denied 
1 ^  6entry. Occasional letters indicated that markets in the
French West Indies were f a v o r a b l e , a n d  the arrival of a
fleet always held promise for flour sales.3-38 Most of the
news through early 18 04, however, was discouraging. By
March 18 04, the situation in the British Carribean had
improved slightly. The governor of the Bahamas opened those
139islands to grain imports, and the governor of Jamaica 
followed suit the following January,1^0 prompting firms like
■^3^Gray, History of Agriculture, II, 602.
l^'Extract of a letter from an American in Surinam 
dated July 11," Virginia Herald, Aug. 27, 17 99, p.2, c.2; 
"Letter from Jamaica to Philadelphia, August 1," ibid., Sept.
10, 1799, p.3, c.l; "Extract of a letter dated August 24, 
from Cape Francois to Baltimore," ibid., Sept. 20, 17 99, 
p.3, c.2.
^ ^ Virginia Herald, May 7, 1802, p,2, c,3,
■'■'^Alexander Henderson & Co,, Alexandria, to Murray, 
Grinnan and Mundell, Sept, 29, 1803, Grinnan Papers, Box 3,
138,,Extract of a letter from Guadeloupe to Norfolk 
dated June 19," Virginia Herald, June 25, 1805, p,3, c.l,
l39Virginia Herald, March 6, 1804, p.2, c,3.
i^^Ibid,, Jan. 8, 1805, p,3, c,2.
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Murray, Grinnan and Mundell to speculate there,343
In the meantime, a domestic market for Rappahannock
wheat opened up. Jonathan Harris wrote in October 17 92,
"the demand is so great for the Northern States, upwards of
30,000 bushs have been shipt of the last week."34  ^ The
northern purchases increased to the extent that between
October 4 and November 27, prices rose 17%, from 4s. 6d. to
5s. 3d. per 60 pounds. Harris was offered 3d per bushel
more than the 4s. 3d. figure for wheat already aboard ship.343
Although the Fredericksburg price dropped back to 5s. by
summer 17 93, Harris still observed "a good deal of Wheat
is daily transporting to Baltimore and Philadelphia."344
L.C. Gray notes that about 1792 the Philadelphia flour
market was better than Alexandria. Since Philadelphia flour
commanded a higher price, Virginia wheat prices were forced
down, allowing Pennsylvania millers to further increase
profits by buying Virginia wheat and paying to transport it
145to Pennsylvania. This decline in price and the fear of
343Reubin T, Thom, Barbados, to Murray, Grinnan and 
Mundell, Aug. 20, 1804, Grinnan Papers, Box 3,
142 .Jonathan Harris, Fredericksburg, to Joseph Williamson,
Oct. 4, 17 92, Jonathan Harris Letterbook,
143Jonathan Harris, Fredericksburg, to Joseph Williamson, 
Nov. 27, 1792, ibid.
344Jonathan Harris, Fredericksburg, to Joseph Williamson, 
June 27, 1793, ibid.
343Gray, History of Agriculture, II, 608.
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146French privateers in 17 93 probably encouraged the 
Fredericksburg wheat trade with Philadelphia and Baltimore. 
Ultimately, as will be seen below, this deprived Fredericks­
burg of much of the entrepreneurial headquarters effect in 
the wheat trade.
Shortly after the domestic market began to grow, the 
British and European markets for Fredericksburg flour and 
grain improved radically about 18 00. James Maury wrote home 
in February 18 00 that "wheat is still rising, and may now be 
quoted at 23s per 70 lbs.''^4  ^ A London dispatch dated 
February 12 noted flour imports from the Baltic into Britain 
were l i m i t e d .  ^ 8  By March, Parliament had taken steps to 
encourage flour and wheat imports by guaranteeing 90s 
sterling for the same 7 0 pounds of wheat that had brought
23s in February and the same sack of flour that had fetched 
14 930s. The Portugese government also opened Lisbon to
foreign grain as provisions grew scarce. As prices rose a 
Lisbon merchant lamented, "nor does the situation of the 
markets in any of the countries which usually furnish us with
l46Jonathan Harris, Fredericksburg, to Joseph 
Williamson, June 1, 1793, Jonathan Harris Letterbook,
^47"Extract of a letter from the American Consul at 
Liverpool, dated Feb, 8," Virginia Herald, April 27, 1800, 
p.3, c.l,
•^4**Virginia Herald, April 29, 1800, p,2, c,4,
•^4^Ibid. , May 9, 1800, p.l, c,4.
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(grain and flour], permit us to look forward with any hope of
1 ™having them cheaper," Bad weather and the high price of
Polish wheat were cited as reasons for the shortages by a
merchant in Hull,-*-5*
Opportunities continued to be good in England through
1801. The likelihood of a poor English harvest in 18 02, and
the previous bonding of much of the American flour in
Liverpool for export to the Mediterranean made the Mersey
152port an especially attractive market. Excessive rain in
France in 18 02 promised to keep prices for American flour 
high on the continent, t o o . 1^3
The response of Fredericksburg merchants to the poor 
harvests of 18 02 in England and Europe can be seen in the 
efforts of George Murray & Co., the Norfolk correspondent of 
Murray, Grinnan and Mundell to keep pace with orders for 
flour. Throughout November and December the Norfolk firm 
sent repeated, urgent requests to Fredericksburg to ship 
more flour. On November 7 they wrote that the sale of 3,200 
barrels for a Mediterranean speculation had taken all the
^®"Letter from Lisbon to Baltimore dated Mar, 6," 
ibid., May 20, 1800, p.2, c.4,
■^^"Letter from Hull dated Feb, 22," ibid. , Mar, 11,
1800.
152"Attached to an August 2 Liverpool Price Current," 
ibid., Oct. 1, 1802, p.2, c,2.
^-^Virginia Herald, Feb, 23, 1802, p.3, c,l-2; "Letter 
from Nantes dated June 19," ibid,, Aug. 27, 1802, p.3, c.2.
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flour on hand,^4 But the firm continued to sell in
anticipation of more coming from Fr e d e r i c k s b u r g , a n d
pleaded for Murray, Grinnan and Mundell to "ship all the
flour you can as soon as possible," All additional supplies
156were sold immediately.
The rest of the decade through 1810 was one in which
English and European markets for Rappahannock corn, wheat,
and flour were generally good. Murray, Grinnan and Mundell
sold wheat, corn, and flour in Spain between 1803 and 1805
157in response to shortages there. With the institution of
Napoleon's Continental System in 18 06, British wheat prices 
rose in anticipation of the loss of cargoes from the
■I C Q
Baltic, 3 The loss eventually proved less serious than 
expected, but prices in England held up through 1810.
154George Murray & Co., Norfolk, to Murray, Grinnan 
and Mundell, Nov. 7, 18 02, Grinnan Papers, Box 2.
^55George Murray & Co., Norfolk, to Murray, Grinnan 
and Mundell, Nov. 11, 18 02, ibid.
■^^George Murray & Co., Norfolk, to Murray, Grinnan 
and Mundell, Nov. 14, 1802, ibid.
1 57Alexander Henderson & Co., Dumfries, to Murray, 
Grinnan and Mundell, Nov. 3, 1803, ibid., Box 3; Accounts of 
Sales by Magrath & Higgins, Madeira, for Murray, Grinnan and 
Mundell, Mar, 29, 1804, ibid.; Magrath & Higgins, Madeira, 
to Murray, Grinnan and Mundell, June 1, 1805, ibid., Box 4; 
"Letter from Alicant to Newburyport dated Aug, 12," Virginia 
Herald, Nov, 11, 1803, p.3, c.l,
^ ^ Virginia Herald, June 17, 1806, p.3, c.l,
159Ibid., July 25, 18Q6, p.3, c,3; "Letter from a 
Liverpool Merchant to a Spotsylvania farmer of May 23," ibid., 
July 11, 1810, p.3, c.l; "Letter from Liverpool dated July 
ibid., p.3, c.3.
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In 18 08, the need to feed Wellington's army as well as the 
populations of Spain and Portugal gave an additional boost to 
America's Iberian market.
The flour handled by Fredericksburg merchants in the
Atlantic trade originated in the wheat fields of Culpeper,
Greene, Madison, Orange, Rockingham, and Shenandoah Counties
to the west of the town. Merchants were willing to pay cash
for p r o d u c e , 1^1 or to barter imported goods for it.^®^ Often
formal agreements existed between merchants and larger
millers. Mordecai Barbour of Culpeper, for example, agreed
to send Murray, Grinnan and Mundell all of the flour made at
his mill in 1802 and allow them 2% commission on all sales at
Fredericksburg and Norfolk. -*-63 At other times, merchant and
miller agreed on fixed amounts to be delivered and prices to 
164be paid. Still another arrangement tied the price the
160"Letter from Cadiz to Norfolk dated Jan. 13,” ibid., 
Mar. 15, 1808, p.3, c.3. See also Bradford Perkins, Prologue 
to War, 1805-1812; England and the United States (Berkley: 
University of California Press, 1961) , p"! 3§2.
1^ Virginia Herald, Feb. 19, 1799, p,3, c,2,
•^6^Ibid,, Jan 18, 1799, p.l, c.l.
 ^^ Memorandum of Agreement between Mordecai Barbour, 
Culpeper, and Murray, Grinnan and Mundell, Mar, 6, 18 02, 
Grinnan Papers, Box 2,
16^Memorandum of Agreement between Col, Thomas Mason, 
Orange, and Murray, Grinnan and Mundell, April 6, 1807, ibid., 
Box 4,
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merchant gave to cash prices in other p o r t s . W h a t e v e r  
the specific arrangement, the agreements insured the merchant 
that he would have the bulk of the flour he needed for 
export.
Besides the supply from large producers, additional flour
in limited amounts arrived from small farmers wishing to
exchange it for retail goods. Most orders for hardware,
cloth, and tropical goods from these farmers were accompanied
X 6 6by a remittance in produce. Extra flour necessary to
complete a shipment could then be obtained by having nearby
16 7millers grind grain the merchants had received in trade.
To reduce transportation costs millers and merchants used
the newspaper to arrange exchanges of produce ahead of time.
A typical case was Philip Slaughter's offer to deliver
wheat in Culpeper County in exchange for a like quantity
168delivered to Robert Patton in Fredericksburg.
Fredericksburg merchants who gathered back country 
flour and distributed retail goods forwarded the produce to
16Memorandum of Agreement between Enos McKay,
Shenandoah, and Murray, Grinnan and Mundell, Sept. 2, 1808,
ibid.
■^66See, for example, B. Salvage, Rockingham County, to 
Murray, Grinnan and Mundell, Sept. 19, 1803, Grinnan Papers, 
Box 3; Robert Branham, Rapid Anne Mills, to Murray, Grinnan
and Mundell, Dec. 6, 1803, ibid.; Christian Torror, Shenan­
doah, to Murray, Grinnan and Mundell, Nov. 14, 1803, ibid.
■^^Account of Wheat Made 1787, Grinnan Papers, Box 1.
^6^Virginia Herald, Aug. 18, 1807, p.l, c.l.
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three or four major ports through which it entered the world
market, and from which they received store goods. Norfolk
was one major outlet. A firm like George Murray & Co.
received flour consignments from several Fredericksburg firms:
Murray, Grinnan and Mundell, Stephen Winchester & Co.,
Robert Patton & Co., Daniel Triplett & Co., and John
Brownlow.l^ At times the millers who usually dealt with
Fredericksburg merchants consigned directly to Norfolk, but
170most business was through Fredericksburg intermediaries. 
Merchants in Fredericksburg also had commercial relationships 
with New York, Philadelphia, and Baltimore. *-7*- Daniel 
Grinnan imported extensive amounts of furniture and luxury 
goods from New York for which he paid in flour. *-7  ^ There 
was also a demand for bills on New York in Fredericksburg.
At times Alexandria merchants purchased Fredericksburg flour, 
paid in bills of exchange on New York, and shipped directly 
from the Rappahannock to New York.-*-7-*
■*-6^George Murray & Co., Norfolk, to Murray, Grinnan and 
Mundell, Oct. 19, 1802, Grinnan Papers, Box 2.
■^7®George Murray & Co., Account of Sales 1806, ibid. ,
Box 4.
-*-7*-yjrginia Herald, Nov. 27, 1790, p,3, c,2; Jonathan 
Harris, Fredericksburg, to Joseph Williamson, June 25, 1793, 
Jonathan Harris Letterbook.
1 7 9
Robert Crump, New York, to Daniel Grinnan, July 4, 
1810, Grinnan Papers, Box 4; Robert Crump, New York, to Daniel 
Grinnan, Aug. 4, 1810, ibid.; Robert Crump, New York, to 
Daniel Grinnan, Aug, 13^ 1810, ibid.
17^
Alexander Henderson & Co., Alexandria, to Murray, 
Grinnan and Mundell, June 9, 1803, ibid., Box 3.
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Any study of the personnel involved in the grain trade 
is bound to be incomplete. It has been possible, however, to 
compile a list of 20 individuals or firms in Fredericksburg 
known to have particpated in flour or grain exporting 
between 17 91 and 1808, and a similar list of 13 individuals 
and firms owning or otherwise associated with grist mills in 
the Fredericksburg area. Those lists are in table 17. Of 
the 20 flour merchants, nine appeared on the lists of 
tobacco exporters in 1789, 1790, and 1792. Others, like 
Daniel Grinnan, were associated with the tobacco trade as 
debt collectors. Murray, Grinnan and Mundell are also known 
to have speculated in t o b a c c o , a l t h o u g h  the firm's 
primary business was in flour. Among the tobacco merchants 
turned flour merchants, some, like Fontaine Maury, Robert 
Patton, and Jonathan Harris before he moved to Fredericksburg, 
had been substantial tobacco exporters. Maury and Patton, 
along with four others of the merchant group, were among the 
13 men associated with milling.^5 Mercantile wealth was
174George Murray & Co., Norfolk, to Murray, Grinnan 
and Mundell, Dec. 18, 18 03, ibid.
^75Robert Patton advertised for staves at Allum Springs 
Mill. Richard S. Hackley marketed meal from the same mill. 
Fontaine Maury solicited business for Ha~le Run Mill, Charles 
Urquhart sought customers for Germanna Mills. Walter Roe 
offered higher prices for machine-cleaned wheat in 18 05, See 
Virginia Herald, Feb. 21, 1798, p.l, cl4; April 28, 1798, p.l, 
c.3; May 26, 1798, p,l, c.l; June 21, 1799, p.3, c.4; Oct, 15, 
1799, p.l, c.l; May 31, 1805, p.l, c,2.
TABLE 17
Parsonnal in tha Fradaricksburg Flour and Grain Trada
1791-1808
MERCHANTS
David i Janas Blair 
Fontaina Maury 
Stavans a Souarvilla 
□anial Grinnan 
Robart Patton t Co. 
John Proudfit 
Staphan Winchaatar 
Gaorga Murray 
John Mundall 
Janas Dykas & Co.
John Brownlow 
Philip Hanshaw 
William Richards 
T. Millar 
Jonathan Harris 
William Glassall t Co. 
Lovall & Orquhart 
Willian S. Stona 
Richard S. Hacklay 
Anthony Buck 
Waltar Roa 
[ 7 ] Jonas
CAPTAINS AND 
SUPERCARGOES
Robart Parrot 
Waacom Hudgin 
S. Paarson 
John Bickatt 
Anthony Buck
ARTISANS AND 
MILLERS
Mordacai Barbour 
John Stroda 
R.S. Hacklay 
Fontaina Maury 
Willian Thornton 
Waltar Roa 
Robart Dunbar 
Willian Richards 
Charlas Urquhart 
S. winchaatar 
Robart Patton 
Pritchard Nawby 
Coock and 
Hollingsworth
Sourcaa: Grinnan Papars; Jonathan Harris Lsttarbook; Maury Mss;
Virginia Harald.
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being invested in local manufacturing as businessmen 
shifted their capital to cereal products in the 1790’s and 
early 1800's.
The commerce in cereal grain afforded opportunities 
for both newcomers and the native born. Of the flour 
merchants, only eight of 26, including all the principals 
of Murray, Grinnan and Mundell, Stevens and Somerville, and 
Lovell and Urquhart, are known to have been immigrants, 
although at least three others may also have been.
In contrast to the post-war tobacco trade which stim­
ulated little other economic activity, the increased cereal 
grain and flour trade created by new markets in England and 
southern Europe sent ripples through the economy of the entire 
Rappahannock region. The trade produced a host of backward 
linkages. Mills, of course, are the outstanding example. 
Darter claims that 35 flour and grist mills operated in 
Fredericksburg's immediate vicinity before the Revolution, 
although not all at the same time.^6 At least ten mills 
were in operation on the streams near the town between 1788 
and 18 08. They were located on Allum Spring and Hazle Run, 
at the site of James Hunter's Rappahannock Forge,
176Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p. 245,
^•^Virginia Herald, June 6, 1788, p.2, c.2; April 28, 
1798, p.l, c,3; May 26, 1798, p.l, c.l; Oct. 25, 1798, p.3, 
c.2; Oct. 15, 1799, p,l, c.l; July 9, 1802, p.3, c,2.
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Farther up river there was a Fredericksburg-owned mill at 
Germanna.^78
Millers, in turn required services of coopers, and 
advertisements for artisans and barrel materials were
17 9common. Staves and heading for flour barrels fetched cash,
and they were required in large numbers. Stephen Winchester,
18 0for example, advertised for 200,000 staves late in 1799.
Competition for good coopers was keen enough for operations
as far away as Occoquan Mills in Colchester on the Potomac
River to advertise in the Fredericksburg paper for 10 to 15 
181craftsmen. Merchants, too, found that the flour trade
created markets for new products like bolting cloths and 
18 2mill stones, and teamsters benefitted from the millers' 
need for wagons to haul flour to Fredericksburg.^-8^
As the flour trade grew more important, merchants and 
millers became increasingly concerned about the quality of 
the exported product. George Murray repeatedly reprimanded 
his Fredericksburg correspondents about the poor flour they
178Ibid., June 21
179Ibid., Feb, 21
180Ibid,, Dec, 6,
l81Ibid,, May 26,
182Ibid., May 16,
183Ibid., June 12
, 1799, p.3, c.4. 
, 1798, p.l, c.4, 
1799, p.3, c,l, 
1798, p.l, c.3. 
1798, p.3, c,4, 
1807, p.l, c.l.
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184sent. "Falmouth flour is all bad," he complained. But
he reserved his most scathing denunciation for the 
Fredericksburg shipments. "I am quite out of temper about 
the flour you have sent lately," he wrote, continuing, "it 
is shameful originally and to ship it here now is just ruin­
ation to the credit of all Fredg flour . . . .  There is no 
chance of selling such trash here."185
The action millers and merchants took to raise the 
quality of Fredericksburg flour promoted additional local 
manufacturing. "Regarding the necessity of raising the 
character of Fredericksburg and Falmouth Flour, which can 
only be done by Farmers cleaning their Wheat better, and 
getting it out on plank floors," one group of merchants in 
the spring of 1805 agreed to pay 6d per bushel more for
wheat cleaned by machine or on a plank floor than for that
18 6cleaned on the ground. The same group also advertised
a model of Deneale's patent thresher which could be seen
in Richard and Stephen Winchester's counting room. Local
craftsmen had been making and repairing wheat fans in
187Fredericksburg for a number of years. A Richmond manu-
184George Murray & Co., Norfolk, to Murray, Grinnan and 
Mundell, Aug. 24, 1803, Grinnan Papers, Box 3.
185George Murray & Co., Norfolk, to Murray, Grinnan and 
Mundell, Aug. 30, 1803, ibid.
^ ^ Virginia Herald, May 31, 1805, p.l, c.2.
187„payment on account of Debts due James Ritchie &
Company's Lower Store since their claim was filed . . . , 
Sept. 30, 1800, T79/90, p. 6; Virginia Herald, April 1, 1803, 
p.l, c.l.
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facturer even advertised his patent threshing machine in
188Fredericksburg in 1798. By 1807, however, the needs of
the flour trade had created the market for a Fredericksburg 
manufactory specializing in screens and sifters for mills.
It offered for sale wheat fans, corn mill sifters, and 
"also WIRE prepared for Deneale's patent Threshing 
Machine."189
Farmer's attempts to increase yields from their land
produced yet another example of backward linkage. Winchester,
Howard & Co., which operated a grist mill in the area,
erected a plaster of Paris mill capable of grinding five tons
1 90of plaster per day. The product of the mill was used by
local farmers as a nitrogen-fixing agent.
As grain, and especially flour, exporting became more 
important, cereal merchants in towns like Fredericksburg 
assumed key roles in the distribution system for retail 
goods and the collection system for export products. They 
were the men who gathered produce from the hundreds of farms 
and mills between the Fall Line and the Shenandoah Valley 
and moved it to the three or four main export and consumer 
markets. They were the same men who imported goods from 
the seaports to supply inland residents. In addition to
I88yirginia Herald, Oct, 6, 1798, p,3, c,2,
-^8^Ibid., July 31, 1807, p.3, c,4,
190Ibid., Feb. 3, 1804, p.2, c.3; Mar, 6, 1804, p,2,
c.4.
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mills and farm machine manufactories, many of these merchants
invested their profits in a variety of industrial operations
based on forward linkage. These industries, which used the
produce of area farms as raw material, began to appear
before the turn of the century. By 1800, the Fredericksburg
brew house was a major consumer of hops and other grains, as
191well as barrel staves and heading. The Fredericksburg
distillery consumed grain, peaches, and apples from nearby 
farms, and also offered to fatten hogs on the spent grain
1 QO
and fruit. A spinoff of the brewing and distilling
businesses was Leonard Adams' bottling works. ^ 3  Other
local agricultural products stimulated further manufacturing
in Fredericksburg. In 1784 Virginia established a hemp
inspection warehouse there to encourage hemp production and 
1 94export. Rope walks were established some time afterward.
David Henderson participated in rope manufacturing for over 
ten years. The business complemented his activity as a 
merchant, for he advertised a willingness to exchange his 
store goods for a variety of farm products, including
191Ibid., Aug, 15, 1800, p.l, c,l; April 13, 1804, 
p.l, c.l,
192Ibid,, Aug, 31, 1802, p,3, c.2,
193Ibid,, Nov, 7, 1806, p,l, c,4,
194Hening, ed,, Statutes, XI, 412-416; see also Gray, 
History of Agriculture, II, 6T.
238.
h e m p . F o r  a time in the 1790’s, Samuel Stephen’s rope
walk provided competition for Henderson.
The export and processing businesses attracted enough
people and generated enough wealth to support a number of
other businesses supplying the consumer market. One
industry illustrating this final demand linkage was the
textile industry. It shared a common source of power with
the milling operations. Mordecai Barbour, the miller, for
example, installed a cotton gin at Allum Spring Mills in 
1971804. Charles Bowler, another miller, advertised that
he had installed a wool carding machine at Paoli Mills in
1 98Culpeper County, These developments are indicative of
the growth of the textile industry which Charles Yates had 
begun to promote before the Revolution. George Weedon was 
involved with operating a cotton factory as early as 1779.^99 
In the early 1800's Fredericksburg merchants were importing 
Georgia cotton,2®9 and the newspaper published articles 
urging Chesapeake planters to grow cotton locally. One such 
article predicted that growth of manufactures would quickly
^"Virginia Herald, Mar. 12, 1789, p,l, c.l; Mar. 11, 
1799, p.4, c,4,
l96ibid., Feb, 3, 1791, p.3, c.3.
197Ibid., Dec. 11, 1804, p.3, c.4,
, July 1, 1809, p.l, c.3.
199Qeorge Weedon Account Book, 1784-1793, Virginia State
Archives, f. 7.
200yirginia Herald, April 2, 1804, p.3, c,4.
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follow cotton cultivation, and that American cloth would
find ready markets in the West Indies and among European
workers.203 By 1810 James Clemenson, an English weaver,
informed Virginia Herald readers that he had built looms
for up to three flying shuttles, and offered to build
looms for Fredericksburg patrons and give instructions in 
202their use. The same year Edmund Curtis built a fulling
and carding mill in Fredericksburg near the bridge to 
Falmouth,203
Other manufacturing enterprises making consumer goods
depended on nearby iron deposits. Davis and Southwick
operated a short-lived cut nail factory.204 Zachariah Lucas
opened an iron warehouse selling wagon tires, plow plates,
205and nail rods. To supply iron workers and other towns­
men with fuel, G.W.B. Spooner opened a coal yard in 18 02 
and stocked it with pit coal from near R i c h m o n d . 206 
Spooner's multiple businesses illustrate how, in a limited
201Ibid., Feb, 26, 1802, p,l, c.3-4.
202Ibid., Feb. 17, 1810, p.3, c.3.
203^greement between Robert Dunbar and Edmund Curtis, 
Sept. 26, 1810, Grinnan Papers, Box 4; see also Virginia 
Herald, Oct, 6, 1810, p.4, c.l,
204yirginia Herald, June 7, 1805, p.l, c,l; Mar, 18,
1806, p.4, c.2,
2Q5Ibid., Oct. 17, 1806, p.3, c,3.
20^Ibid., Sept. 10, 1802, p.3, c.4.
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sphere, a local entrepreneur could generate something like
an "entrepreneurial headquarters effect," A long-time
merchant in Fredericksburg, Spooner operated a variety of
businesses in town in addition to the coal yard. He owned
2 07a lumber yard, too, and operated a public bath and
shower,20® With Charles L, Carter he ran a herring fishery
on the Rappahannock,20® Probably most important was his
soap and candle factory, which David Espy had begun in July 
21 017 98. By the end of the following year Spooner was
advertising soap and candles from his factory managed by 
911Espy, and within a year Espy had left the entire operation
to Spooner.232 Godlove Heiskill is another example of a 
local entrepreneur diversifying to meet consumer demands.
The Fredericksburg blacksmith opened a substantial tanyard
213 214in 1788. He also sold ice from his ice house and
215invested in rental housing.
207Ibid., July 17, 1798, p.3, c.4.
208Ibid., June 18, 1802, p.l, c.l; June 14, 1808, p.3,
209Ibid., April 19, 1809, p.l, c.l.
210Ibid,, July 10, 1798, p.3, c.2.
233Ibid, , Dec, 6, 1799, p. 3, c.l,
212Ibid., Aug. 12, 1800, p,4, c.4,
213Ibid., Nov. 6, 1788, p.3, c,3.
23^Ibid., May 14, 1805, p.3, c,2,
235Ibid., April 25, 1800, p.l, c.l.
c.3,
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Newspaper advertisements attest to the creation of a
wide variety of other small consumer industries in
Fredericksburg at the turn of the century. There were at
least two soap and candle factories besides Spooner's in
operation. There was also a book bindery. *■1 A tin
manufactory supplied worms, tin gutters, and copper
stills, 2-1® At least two shoe factories operated in town on
a scale larger than household manufacturing or artisan's
shops, as shown by newspaper advertisements for workmen to
219be paid weekly wages.
The increase in manufacturing and the need to get 
produce from the back country to Tidewater produced interest 
in the transportation system and banking, both considered 
essential to the continued growth of the region. Both 
provided additional opportunities for local entrepreneurs 
to invest for profit. The Virginia legislature received 
petitions from two Fredericksburgers for permission to 
construct toll bridges from the town to Stafford County in 
the early 1790's.22® Local citizens became irate when the
2l^Ibid., May 16, 1789, p,4, c.4; Aug. 26, 1800, p.3,
c.3.
217Ibid., Feb, 11, 1809, p.3, c,4.
218Ibid., Aug. 20, 1789, p.3, c.4,
219Ibid,, April 30, 1789, p.3, c.3; March 30, 1807, 
p.3, c .2.
220petition of Francis Thornton, Oct. 26, 1791, Spot­
sylvania County Legislative Petitions, Box B; Petition of 
James Brown, Nov. 11, 1793, Oversize Legislative Petitions,
Box 12.
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221owner of another toll bridge failed to keep it in repair, £"L 
The importance of cross-river transportation to the town's 
well-being was shown by the merchants1 willingness to 
provide free ferry service to back country farmers in 
1789.222
Merchants developed roads as well as cross-river routes
to link Fredericksburg with the wheat-producing hinterland.
It was residents of Culpeper County who initiated a request
to the legislature in 1803 for a road from Fredericksburg
to Orange Courthouse via Thornton's Gap in Culpeper so that
farmers could get produce to market. Although that petition 
2 2 3was rejected, the legislature did incorporate a turnpike
company in 18 07 to build a road from Fredericksburg to the
Blue Ridge.224 In addition, in 1811, the Swift Run Gap
Turnpike Company of Fredericksburg successfully petitioned
the legislature to allow its road to follow the route first
225proposed by Culpeper residents eight years earlier.
2230pen letter to Robert Dunbar, Virginia Herald, July 
5, 1809, p.3, c.2 .
222See above, p. 220.
223Petition of Inhabitants of Culpeper, Madison, Orange, 
and Spotsylvania Counties, Dec, 12, 18 03, Culpeper County 
Legislative Petitions, 1797-1809, Box C, Virginia State 
Archives.
224Petition of the Subscribers Residing in Spotsylvania 
County, Dec. 22, 1807, Spotsylvania County Legislative 
Petitions, Box C,
225Petition of the President, Directors, and Company of 
the Swift Run Gap Turnpike, Dec. 9, 1811, Spotsylvania County 
Legislative Petitions, Box D.
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Efforts to keep the river open to give large vessels
direct access to the town from the Chesapeake Bay were less
successful. From the time Fredericksburg was incorporated
the town council was concerned about deepening the harbor,
and won the right to assess vessels to raise money for the 
22 6purpose. Probably out of the double frustration of not
being able to collect pre-war debts and having to contend 
with river silting, Henry Mitchell creatively assigned the 
debts to the Virginia government in his 1793 will, and dir­
ected the proceeds to be used to deepen the Rappahannock.^27 
When this tactic failed to produce the desired result, the
town council appointed committees in 18 05 and 1806 to invest-
oo ftigate the possibility of deepening the channel. On the
committee's recommendation in 1806, the council petitioned 
the legislature to allow it to raise $10,000 by lottery to 
improve navigation. ^ 2® The project was undersubscribed, 
however, and navigation for large vessels remained a problem. 
While the situation was bad for commerce, shallow water did
226Council Minutes, 1782-1801, pp. 21-23, 39.
227Will of Henry Mitchell, Fredericksburg Will Book A, 
p. 138, City Clerk’s Office, Fredericksburg, Consulted on 
microfilm at the Virginia State Archives.
22®Council Minutes, 1801-1829, pp. 52-53; Virginia 
Herald, Nov, 25, 1806, p.3, c,3,
22®Council Minutes, 1801-1829, p. 70.
thwart attempts of British frigates to reach the town in 
1813.230
A number of those promoting a better transportation
system also sought to establish banks in Fredericksburg.
Bank supporters considered the institutions as opportunities
to pool capital to encourage Virginia manufacturing. "A
Virginian" writing in the Herald argued that lack of capital
in the state forced farmers to ship much of their produce
coastwise for merchants in other states to export abroad.
Conversely, he objected to "so great a proportion of the
articles consumed in this state [being] bought at second
hand, from the importers in Northern towns, with their
profit, and the additional coasting charges laid on them,
231before they are offered in this state to the consumers."
A bank, the writer continued, would provide capital for 
worthwhile business ventures, and curtail irresponsible 
speculations." The dividends accruing to stockholders, he 
maintained, would further support local business and benefit 
local consumers. J A week later the Herald announced books
O 7 fl
George French, Fredericksburg, to the Governor, July 
20, 1813, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed, by Palmer, 
et al., X, 265-266; Armstrong, "Urban Vision," pp. 67-68.
233Letters from "A Virginian," Virginia Herald, April 
13, 1804, p.3, c.1-2.
232Ibid.
245.
would be opened in Fredericksburg for subscriptions to the
f'
Bank of Virginia, Commissioners for subscriptions included 
several men prominent in the grain trade, the promotion of 
roads, and encouragement of quality standards for local
O *5 Q
flour. Most of the same group later became directors
of the Fredericksburg branch of the state bank,^^^ sub­
scriptions having been filled the day the books were 
235opened.
Anglo-American tensions from about 1805 to the War of 
1812 were the impetus for many projects intended to 
establish economic independence by fostering domestic 
manufactures in the United States. In the Fredericksburg 
region, too, many people struggled to establish manufacturing 
as a step toward economic independence. The enthusiasm for 
industrialization was not universal, however. Rather than 
producing consumer goods locally, Fredericksburg citizens 
turned more and more to northern cities as sources of supply. 
The decision was dictated by geography as well as by cultural 
values. By the end of the first decade of the nineteenth 
century it was apparent that Fredericksburg would remain
233yirginia Herald, April 20, 1804, p.l, c,3, 
^•^Ibid. , June 29, 1804, p.3, c,2,
^ ^ Ibid., May 11, 1804, p,3, c,2.
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a secondary port and manufacturing center, part of the 
urban system emerging along the Atlantic seaboard of the 
United States.
Richard Harris was one of those who thought Fredericks­
burg's future lay in textile milling. Harris left Virginia 
in May 1808 to learn about cotton spinning machinery in 
Rhode Island. That summer he reported that "there is no 
art which can be introduced into our country which would 
increase wealth as this,"236 "I feel an internal glowing," 
he remarked, "that I may be the cause of reflecting a
light in my native land, which may never be extinguished 
23 7. . . In a subsequent letter Harris forwarded samples
of Rhode Island cloth and cotton stocking yarn, as well as 
statistics intended to convince Virginians of the great 
profits to be made by building mills along the 
Rappahannock. 238
Although there was some enthusiasm for the idea of 
domestic manufactures in Fredericksburg, as Harris proposed, 
many of the associations the Virginia Herald supported were 
for factories to be built elsewhere. The Richmond
236Copy of a letter to the Editor of this paper, dated 
Providence, July 24, Virginia Herald, Aug, 5, 1808, p.3, c,3,
237 .
Ibid.
Extract of a letter from a gentleman in Providence, 
to his friend in this place dated Aug, 28, 18 08, Virginia 
Herald, Sept. 16, 1808, p.l, c,3-4.
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Manufacturing Company and Petersburg Manufacturing Society 
solicited subscriptions in Fredericksburg by appealing to 
a sense of Virginia patriotism, Hugh Mercer, Robert Patton, 
and George French served as commissioners in Fredericksburg 
for the Richmond company when it attempted to raise $500,000 
across the state by offering for sale 20,000 shares at $25 
each. The initial operations of the company were to be card­
ing and spinning cotton and wool, and dying and fulling 
23 9cloth. The Petersburg group claimed to have raised
$25,000 of its capital in Petersburg as soon as subscriptions 
opened. Promoters intended to outfit the entire Petersburg 
cavalry troop with cloth of the company's manufacture by July 
4. To that end it admonished that "if the citizens at large 
will be faithful to themselves, and encourage their own pro­
ductions, the time is not distant, when we shall be inde-
240pendent, not only in name, but in reality." The theme of
independence was echoed by the undertakers of the Battersea 
Paper Mills of Petersburg. Advertising in Fredericksburg, 
the company urged Virginians to sell rags to the mill to help 
it avoid having to import raw materials.24^
Objecting to associations Virginians were founding to 
establish manufacturing, "Civis" expressed an opposite point
Articles of Association of the Richmond Manufactur­
ing Company of Virginia, Virginia Herald, June 28, 18 08, p.l, 
c.3.
24 V^irginia Herald, June 14, 1808, p.2, c.3,
241Ibid., Aug. 23, 1808, p.2, c,4.
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of view in the Herald in July 1808. Pointing to Virginia's 
vast tracts of uncultivated land and markets for produce, the 
writer claimed that manufacturing was doomed in the state 
since it was more advantageous to buy clothing than to make 
it. Furthermore, he wrote, Virginia manufacturers could 
never compete with others since they would be fewer in 
number and inferior in quality because of the necessity of 
using slave labor. "No people in the world," he asserted, 
"are more tenacious of their liberty than the people of 
Virginia. They would not therefore submit to be cooped up 
in a manufacture, and controuled by a superior, when they 
can live their own masters, independently and easily, on the 
produce of a small farm."2^2 At best, "Civis" concluded, 
manufacturing in the United States could succeed only in the 
northeast, or as household production on individual farms. 
Even then, it would be feasible only as long as the Embargo 
lasted.
The claim by "Civis" that it was more economical to 
import clothing than to buy it prevailed, for by the time 
the Embargo was instituted in December 1808 the efforts pf 
local entrepreneurs to build local manufacturing were already 
being overshadowed, and increasing amounts of consumer goods 
were being imported from Baltimore, Philadelphia, and New 
York. Ship arrivals and clearances in table 18 show that
242Letter of "Civis," Virginia Herald, July 19, 1808, 
p.2, c.4; p.3, c.l.
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by 1806 Fredericksburg's commerce had, indeed, become
largely a coasting trade. Most of the vessels arriving in
Fredericksburg in 1806, 1809, and 1810 came from other
Virginia ports, Baltimore, and New York. Very few came from
the West Indies, and even fewer from England and Scotland.
Similarly, clearances were predominately for other ports in
Virginia and New York, and to a lesser degree, for New
England, Baltimore, and Philadelphia. This pattern is in
dramatic contrast to the considerable transatlantic trade
in which Fredericksburg participated before the Revolution.
As would be expected, the size of vessels frequenting
Fredericksburg, shown in table 19, was also much smaller in
the early nineteenth century than before independence. In
the 17 60's ships, snows, and brigs were common, while in
1806, 1809, and 1810 virtually all the town's seaborne
commerce was carried in the smaller schooners and sloops.
Other evidence of business connections between
Fredericksburg and ports in the middle Atlantic states is
common. Charles Mortimer, for example, apprenticed his son,
John, to the Philadelphia merchant firm of Barclay, Brown
243and Co, in the 178O’s, Baltimore merchant Peter Garts
strengthened his business ties to Fredericksburg by 
marrying Peggy Lilly, daughter of Fredericksburg merchant
243Charles Mortimer, to John Mortimer, March 10, 1787, 
Commonplace Book of Mary Ann Fauntleroy (Mortimer) Randolph, 
p. 82, Minor Family Papers, 1657-1942, section 35, Virginia 
Historical Society.
TABLE 18a
Vessels Arriving at Fredericksburg, 1806-1810 
Number of Arrivals and Percentage of Total
YEAR DATES COVERED
1806 Apr 1-Sep 1
1809 May 17-Dec 30
1810 Jan 13-Dec 12
Arrivals From
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24%
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25%
2
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1
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1
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46
26%
9
5%
16
9%
1
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30
17%
66
37%
6
3%
4
2%
1
.6%
Source: Port of Fredericksburg, Arrivals & Clearances, Virginia Herald,
April 1, 1806-Dec. 12, 1810.
TABLE 18b
Vessels Departing from Fredericksburg, 1806-1810 
Number of Departures and Percentage of Total
YEAR
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2% 11% 1% 9% 46% 1%
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Source: Port of Fredericksburg, Arrivals & Clearances, Virginia Herald,
April 1, 1806-Dec. 12, 1810.
TABLE 19a
Arrivals at Fredericksburg by Type of Vessel
1806, 1809, 1810
Percent of
Type_____________________ Number_________________ Total Arrivals
Ship 1 .2
Brig 2 .5
Brigatine 3 .7
Schooner 360 87.8
Sloop 44 10.7
Source: Port of Fredericksburg, Arrivals and Clearances,
Virginia Herald, April 1, 1806-Dec. 12, 1810.
TABLE 19b
Departures from Fredericksburg by Type of Vessel
1806, 1809, 1810
Percent of
Type____________________ Number________________ Total Departures
Ship 1 .5
Brig 1 .5
Brigatine 1 .5
Schooner 181 85.8
Sloop 27 12.8
Source: Port of Fredericksburg, Arrivals and Clearances,
Virginia Herald, April 1, 1806-Dec. 12, 1810.
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Robert Lilly,244 Fredericksburg merchants advertised 
everything from beer to cheese to carriages which they had 
imported from the North and solicited return cargoes.245 
Evan goods from England and products from the tropics began 
to arrive via Philadelphia, Baltimore and Norfolk.246 
Fredericksburg firms moved to establish fixed correspondents 
in the North,247 and by 1810 the practice was common enough 
to warrant a Fredericksburg firm's establishing a regular 
Philadelphia packet service.246
Also indicative of the secondary status Fredericks­
burg assumed is the effort of New York and Baltimore firms to 
compete directly with local merchants for the local market 
in the early 18 00's. William W. Rodman of New York 
advertised in the Virginia Herald that he was willing to 
accept hardware orders from anywhere in North America.24® 
Fredericksburg shoe makers had to compete with Cox & Looker
244Virginia Herald, Nov. 27, 1788, p.2, c.4.
245Literally hundreds of these advertisements appeared 
in the newspapers. For example, Virginia Herald, June 5, 
1788, p.4, c.3; May 21, 1789, p.3^  c.3; Dec, T~, 1790, p. 3, 
c.4; Feb. 21, 1798, p.l, c.4; April 9, 1799, p.2, c.4; April 
26, 1799, p.3, c.2; Aug. 26, 1800, p,3, c.3.
^4®See, for example, Virginia Herald, Nov. 17, 1807, 
p.l, c,l-2; Account of Sales for Andrew Clow & Co,. Phila­
delphia, by H. McAusland, Fredericksburg, Aug. 6, 1791, Clow 
Papers, University of Virginia Library.
247George Murray & Co., Norfolk, to Murray, Grinnan 
and Mundell, Oct. 4, 18 02, Grinnan Papers, Box 2,
248Virginia Herald, Sept. 19, 1810, p.3, c,4,
24®Ibid., Nov. 1, 1803, p.l, c.l.
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of New York.2^® The Baltimore Rolling and Slitting Mill, 
and Appleton and Co., also of Baltimore, sought entry into 
the Fredericksburg market as well.251 Finally, at least 
two Fredericksburg firms lost their local markets to 
Maryland by being bought out. Richard and Stephen Winchester 
and John S. Wellford & Co. sold their milling operations to 
Marylander Joshua Howard in September 18 06. 2
Fredericksburg's manufacturing and processing economy 
grew in the early nineteenth century, but at a rate slower 
than that in nearby cities. While restrictions such as the 
Virginia Port Bills could only have reduced profits 
available for reinvestment in the local economy, it was 
Fredericksburg's geography, the difficulty of keeping the 
river open and the advantages of Philadelphia, Baltimore, 
and even Alexandria, which was more important in restricting 
the town's development. Not only were merchants in town 
deprived of a port able to accommodate large vessels, but 
they were in an area too close to urban competitors.
Philadelphia, Baltimore, and Alexandria were all able to
encroach on Fredericksburg's trading hinterland. Located 
more advantageously in areas of faster population growth
250Ibid,, May 13, 1805, p.l, c.l,
25IIbid., Feb, 9, 1808, p.4, c.l; May 6, 1808, p (l,
c, 2,
252Ibidt f Sept, 9, 1806, p.l, c.3.
253than Fredericksburg, and having easier access to the 
grain-producing areas of the lower Susquehanna Valley and 
Maryland’s Eastern Shore, the three more northern towns 
grew rapidly in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 
centuries. Their growth gave them the warehouse, processing, 
and transportation facilities to make them increasingly 
attractive markets,2^  As grain prices rose, it became 
profitable to send produce north to Philadelphia from 
greater and greater distances. Even before the Revolution 
Alexandria's location made it a more convenient outlet than 
Fredericksburg for Shenandoah Valley p r o d u c e , 2 ^  All these 
conditions combined to restrict the trade area on which 
Fredericksburg's growth depended. Early in the nineteenth 
century Alexandria itself felt the same encroachment from 
Philadelphia and Baltimore that it earlier had made on 
Fredericksburg.25<>
When private capital in individual Virginia towns 
proved insufficient to prevent northern competitors from 
encroaching on their trading areas, places like Alexandria 
and Fredericksburg united their efforts to seek state aid. 
Citizens of Fredericksburg pointed out to the legislature
^^See below, Chapter v.
2^4See above, pp, 23-29,
2^See above, pp. 30-32.
256Ibid,
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that "the produce of our own country and the produce of the 
adjacent states, which would naturally have sought vent down 
the Potomac," had in the early 1800's been increasingly 
"carried away to increase the wealth and consequence of 
Baltimore and Philadelphia,” The solution the petitioners 
advocated was for the Virginia legislature to increase the 
capitalization of the Bank of Alexandria. By making money 
available in Virginia to begin large manufacturing operations, 
they argued that the state would "enable the enterprising and 
industrious natives of our country to appropriate the profits 
of our trade, by putting it in their power to enter into
2 57competition with the wealthy merchants of other places."
Even increased capitalization could not overcome the advantages 
the northern cities enjoyed in commerce, and they continued 
to attract capital and population much more quickly than 
Fredericksburg or Alexandria. Fredericksburg's role as a 
direct participant in transatlantic trade ended with the 
decline of the tobacco trade. The grain trade stimulated some 
new manufacturing and processing industries in town, but 
these were not large enough to attract sufficient population 
and capital to support major manufactories producing consumer 
goods. The geographic advantages enjoyed by northern cities 
allowed them to supply Fredericksburg's consumer market, and 
the town became a coastal trade and processing center within 
a broader American urban system.
25^Petition of Citizens and freeholders in the County of 
Spotsylvania, Spotsylvania County Legislative Petitions, Box C.
CHAPTER V
MERCHANTS, MECHANICKS, AND SAILORS: 
FREDERICKSBURG'S POPULATION AFTER THE REVOLUTION
As Fredericksburg developed from a tobacco marketing 
center into a grain processing and small manufacturing 
center, the change was reflected in the size and structure 
of its population, and in the level of economic opportunity 
open to segments of the population. The town attracted 
many new people after the Revolution and its population 
increased relative to the rest of the state. People who 
arrived with some property or a useful skill often found 
that over time they could rise higher in the town's 
economic scale to a fairly comfortable life. Before 1810 
there was also a tendency for the size of manufacturing 
units to increase and for producers to employ less skilled 
labor. While this provided some opportunity for those at 
the very bottom of Fredericksburg's economic ladder, the 
sort of manufacturing growth that could have absorbed the 
number of people who entered town between the 1780's and 
1810 never occurred. In the absence of greater opportunity 
at the bottom, a large floating population developed.
258.
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People moved into Fredericksburg seeking a chance to advance, 
and not finding it, they moved on and were replaced by other 
new arrivals. The likelihood of these people staying and 
moving up, or of people higher up the ladder advancing still 
farther diminished as the nineteenth century progressed.
Even though Fredericksburg grew and its grain exports 
expanded before the War of 1812, it grew more slowly than 
regions to the north and west. Just as tobacco production 
had shifted south, the center of grain production moved 
farther north and west, and the large volume of exports 
that attracted workers and supported economic
diversification went through towns other than Fredericksburg. 
Economic development in Fredericksburg was further restricted 
by a sizeable slave population. Slaves and free black people, 
with few exceptions, had virtually no economic opportunity. 
They were prohibited from engaging in some businesses, paid 
lower wages than white workers, and often given the least 
skilled jobs. The presence of a large economically dis­
advantaged population with no hope of improving its lot 
limited the consumer market which might otherwise have 
sustained some additional development.
The earliest estimates of Fredericksburg's population 
were made by late eighteenth and early nineteenth-century 
travellers and by petitioners seeking favors of the state
260.
legislature. In 1779, for example, residents petitioning 
against the removal of the court house from Fredericksburg 
claimed that the town contained 1,000 inhabitants, one- 
seventh of the county's militia, and was the source of 
three-quarters of all business in the county.^ Petitioners 
the following year also claimed "upwards of one thousand 
inhabitants . . . ,"2 a third petition, seeking to have 
Fredericksburg made a separate election district, claimed 
3,000 inhabitants for the town, at least 180 of whom were 
f r e e h o l d e r s .  ^ Travellers like William Loughton Smith found 
Fredericksburg a thriving business community with over 300 
houses in 1790.^
The historian Oscar H. Darter has attempted to 
calculate Fredericksburg's population in the late eighteenth
Petition of Sundry Inhabitants of the County of 
Spotsylvania, Nov. 3, 1779, Spotsylvania County Legis­
lative Petitions, 1776-1784.
^Petition of Sundry Inhabitants of the Town of 
Fredericksburg, May 25, 1780, Legislative Petitions, Over­
size Box 14.
^Petition of Freeholders of Fredericksburg, Legis­
lative Petitions, Box S. Discrepancies in population 
claims in the petitions may arise from the first two 
citing adult white males and the last total population. 
There is, however, no way to confirm this from the word­
ing of the petitions.
^William Loughton Smith, "Journal of William Loughton 
Smith, 1790-1791," Massachusetts Historical Society Pro­
ceedings, 51 (1917-1918), 64, cited in Reps. Tidewater 
Towns, p. 199.
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century using traveller's data. The Italian traveller, Count 
Louis Castiglioni, estimated the populations of Alexandria 
and Richmond in 1785 by multiplying the number of houses in 
the towns by ten. By using the same ratio, and Smithes 
assertion that Fredericksburg had over 300 houses in 1790, 
Darter concluded that the town's population had to be about 
3,500.^ Darter estimated the town's population at earlier 
dates as follows, without explaining the derivation of the 
estimates: 1755— 2,500; 1769 —  3,000; 1773 —  2,900; 1782 —
6,000.^ These estimates seem greatly inflated. The United 
States census in 1790, for example, enumerated only 1,485 
inhabitants in Fredericksburg.^ The census, and estimates 
based on annual tax lists from 1786 through 1810 are more 
reliable sources of population information and changes over 
time.
The number of tithables in Fredericksburg for each 
year from 1784 to 1810 taken from the Fredericksburg Personal 
Property Tax Lists is reported in table 20a. Two methods 
have been used to estimate total population from these 
figures, and the results are presented in table 20b. Figure 
6 compares the estimated population totals with each other
^Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p. 63.
6Ibid., p. 113.
7
'Department of Commerce and Labor, U.S.Bureau of the 
Census, Heads of Families at the First Census of the United 
States Taken in the Year 1796: Virginia (Washington: Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1908), p. 10.
TABLE 20
Estimated Annual Population of Fredericksburg, 1784-1810
Part a. Number of Tithables on Personal Property Tax Lists
YEAR FREE HALES SLAVES TOT A!
Age 21+ Age 16-21 Age 16+ Age 16+ Age -16 Age 12-16 Total TITIIJ
1784 173 209 167 376 382
178S (226) 265* 241 172 413 (467)506
1786
1787 218 60 278 286 211 497 564
1788 261 272 48 533
1789 283 269 97 552
1790 289 292 61 581
1791 283 303 73 586
1792 228 270 59 498
1793 261 332 69 593
17 94 231 312 63 543
1795 228 315 53 543
1796 297 332 64 629
1797 328 370 77 698
1798 333 385 73 718
1799 310 380 55 690
1800 316 390 31 706
1801 339 406 49 745
1802 341 427 87 768
1803 324 411 28 735
1804 404 462 71 866
1805 403 445 77 848
1806 417 514 107 931
1807 437 476 94 913
1808
1809 324 434 79 758
1810 381 456 94 837
TABLE 20. Continued
Estimated Annual Population of Fredericksburg, 1784-1810 
Part b. Estimates Compared to Federal Census Population
Estimated Population Federal CensuB Population
YEAR Total Free Total Slave Total Pop. 1 Total Pop
(Hales 16+ x 4)(All 16+ x 2) (Tith. x 2.4) (Est. Free 6
1784 692 418 917 1110
1785
1786
(904)1060* 482 (1121)1214* (1386) 1542*
1787 1112 572 1354 1684
1788 1044 544 1279 1588
1789 1132 538 1325 1670
1790 1156 584 1394 1740
1791 1132 606 1406 1738
1792 912 540 1195 1452
1793 1044 664 1423 1708
1794 924 624 1303 1548
1795 912 630 1303 1542
1796 1188 664 1510 1852
1797 1312 740 1675 2052
1798 1332 770 1723 2102
1799 1240 760 1656 2000
1800 1264 780 1694 2044
1801 1356 812 1788 2168
1802 1364 854 1843 2218
1803 1296 B22 1764 2118
1804 1616 924 2078 2540
1805 1612 890 2035 2502
1806 1668 1028 2234 2696
1807
1808
1748 952 2191 2700
1809 1296 868 1819 2164
1810 1524 912 2009 2536
White Free Total Total 
Free Slave
318 918 567
372 1609 900
City
Pop.
1485
2509
TABLE 20, Continued
Estimated Annual Population of Fredericksburg,
1784-1810
* The lower figure is based on tithable figures from the 1785 tax list found in 
Fredericksburg City Council Minute Book, 17 82-1801, pp. 110-114. The higher 
figure is based on the tithable figure given ibid., p. 102.
Sources: Fredericksburg City Personal Property Tax Lists, 17 86-1810, Virginia
State Library, Richmond; Fredericksburg City Council Minutes, 1782- 
1801, Virginia State Library, Richmond; U. S. Bureau of the Census, 
Heads of Families at the First Census of the United States taken in 
the Year 1790: Virginia (Washington: Government Printing Office, 
19081, p. T(h (Hereinafter cited as 1790 census); U. S. Bureau of 
the Census Population Schedules of the Third Census of the United 
States, 1810, Fredericksburg. (Hereinafter cited as 1810 Census).
FIGURE 6
Estimated Annual Population, 1784-1810 
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266.
and with United States census figures for 1790 and 1810.
The first method of estimating total population from numbers
of tithables is the method employed in Historical Statistics
of the United States. Here, the number of tithables is
simply multiplied by 2.4.8 This method yielded "Population
I" on the table. The estimate for 1790 is 6% below the
census figure and for 1810, 20% below. The second method
for calculating total population was adapted for Elizabeth
City County by Sarah S. Hughes from Evarts B. Greene and
Virginia Harrington's American Population Before the
Federal Census of 1790, and recognizes that fewer whites
than blacks were considered to be tithables. The total free
population, therefore, is derived by multiplying the number
of free males 16 and over by four, and the total slave
population by multiplying the number of slaves 16 and over
by two. Adding the estimated free and slave populations
g
yields "Population II." For 1810 this figure is about 2% 
below the census total for Fredericksburg. The estimate 
for 17 90, however, is higher than the census total by 17%.
I have used "Population II" in calculations involving 
the total population of the town in intercensal years. This
Q
U. S, Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Historical Statistics of the United States; Colonial Times 
to 1957 (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 
1960), p. 743,
9Hughes, "Elizabeth City County, p. 50? Evarts B. 
Greene and Virginia Harrington, American Population Before 
the Federal Census of 1790 (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1932), p. xxiii.
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is because there seems to have been some under enumeration 
of women and free blacks in the 1790 census. When the 
census figure for 1790 is corrected to account for this, it 
corresponds closely to the "Population II" estimate. The 
total number of free white males, free white females and 
free Negroes from the 1790 and 1810 censuses for Fredericks­
burg are shown in table 21, along with the same data from 
the 1790, 1800 and 1810 censuses for Spotsylvania County. 
According to these figures the free white male population 
of Fredericksburg increased by 27% between 1790 and 1810.
In the same period, the free white female population 
increased by 75%, and the free black population by an 
incredible 492%. There is no outside evidence to suggest 
a massive influx of free white women into the town. Such 
a migration would certainly have elicited some comment in 
the newspapers. Census data, on the contrary, support the 
assumption that the ratio of white males to white females 
remained fairly constant. Spotsylvania County experienced 
no radical change in the male to female ratio. The 
similarity of the county ratio of 1.04:1 in 1790, and 
1.05:1 in 1800 to the Fredericksburg ratio of 1.04:1 in 
1810 suggests that the ratio in Fredericksburg in 1790 of 
1.43 males to each female is an abberation.
The case as regards the free black population is less 
clear. The free black population of the United States 
increased by 199% between 1790 and 1810. The increase for
TABLE 21
Fraa Population of FradaricJtsburg and Spotaylvania County
1790-1810
FREDERICKSBURG
TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
FREE WHITE FREE WHITE FREE FWM/ FN/
YEAR______ MALES_______FEMALES_______NEGROES FWF FWM
1790 505 354 59 1.43 .12
1810 641 619 349 1.04 .54
SPOTSYLVANIA COUNTY
1790 2639 2532 148 1.04
1800 3014 2861 297 1.05
1810 2784 2812 565 .99
Sourcaa: 1790 Canaua; U.S. Buraau of tha Census, Sacond Census of the
Unitad Stataa (Washington: Duane, Printer, 1801); 1810 
Canaua.
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all of Virginia was 125% in the same period.10 Spotsylvania 
County showed a much more rapid increase, but still enough 
less than that for Fredericksburg to indicate some under­
counting in the town in 1790.
If we adjust the 1790 population figures in table 21
to reflect the same ratio of free white males to free white
females as in the 1810 census, and to show the same rate of
increase for free blacks as for the whole nation between 1790
and 1810, the result is as follows:
FWM FWF FN SLAVES TOTAL POPULATION
505 488 175 567 1,735
This corrected total population is almost identical to the
"Population II" estimate of 1,740.
Whichever estimate is used, the figures show that
Fredericksburg continued to grow in the post-Revolutionary
period, despite Darter's assertion that after 1785 "the town
continued to lose population and business . . . until after 
the War of 1812." They also cast suspicion on his 
suggestion that population dropped from 5,000 in the early 
1780's to between 3,000 and 4,000 in 1785.11 Based on 
estimates of "Population II," Fredericksburg's population 
grew 40% between 1790 and 1810, an annual growth rate of 2%. 
It, however, lagged behind the United States overall, which
10Historical Statistics, Series A 1-3, pp. 7, 13, 152f 
Winthrop D. Jordan, White Over Black: American Attitudes
Toward the Negro, 1550-1812 (Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1968), p. 407.
11Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, pp. 63-64.
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grew at an average 4.2% per year. Regional population 
increase in the seaboard area was greatest in the Middle 
Atlantic States of New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania, 
where the average annual rate of growth was 5 .5%12 jn 
short, while Fredericksburg grew in absolute terms, it lost 
grounds relative to the nation, and especially to areas 
immediately to the north.
As Fredericksburg grew, the composition of the work 
force changed, and with it, the organization of production. 
Between 1790 and 1810 an increase in the size of manufacturing 
concerns is discernable. As that occurred, the number of 
laborers without specialized skills rose. It is impossible 
to be as precise about the occupations of Fredericksburg 
workers as other historians have been for Philadelphia in 
1774 or Boston in 1790.^ By searching newspapers, court 
records, account books, and two Fredericksburg cemeteries,
1 2By comparison, average annual growth rates for New 
England (Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode 
Island, and Connecticut) and the South Atlantic (Delaware, 
Maryland, Washington, D.C., Virginia, West Virginia, North 
Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia) were 2.3% and 2.2% 
respectively. Annual growth rates are derived from Historical 
Statistics, Series A 1-3, p. 7, and A 123, 130, 148, 152, p.
13.
^ S a m  Bass Warner, The Private City: Philadelphia in 
Three Periods of its Growth (Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania Press, 1968), pp. 16-18; Allan Kulikoff, "The 
Progress of Inequality in Revolutionary Boston." William and 
Mary Quarterly, 3rd. Ser., 28 (1971), 376.
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however, it has been possible to identify occupations of 
7 0% of the people whose names appear on the Fredericksburg 
personal property tax list for 17 90, and of 53% of those 
named on the 1810 list. The results are presented in 
tables 22 and 23 below.
In 17 90 nearly 31% of the individuals listed were 
merchants importing goods directly from Britain, Europe, or 
the West Indies, or retailers marketing the goods locally. 
Almost 22% of the population were craftsmen, some of whom, 
like the ship carpenters and coopers were directly involved 
with the town's commerce. Many of the 2 2% whose occupations 
are not identified must have participated in the export trade 
as laborers or crewmen. Most of the artisans who have been 
identified produced goods and services for the local market. 
Most of them carried on their trades alone, or with the help 
of a few apprentices or slaves. None were large manufacturers 
employing a considerable number of workers. Godlove HeiskilT, 
a blacksmith who also operated a tannery, paid for the 
largest number of tithables, eleven. James Brown, silver­
smith, and Richard Garner, carpenter, were next in order, 
paying for six tithables each. Twenty-five artisans paid 
for themselves alone. The mean number of tithables in 46
artisan households in 17 90 was 2,3, 1,6 free white males, and 
14,7 slaves.
14Fredericksburg City Personal Property Tax List, 17 90, 
Fredericksburg City Personal Property Tax Lists, 1787-1850, 
Virginia State Archives.
TABLE 22
Numbers of Fredericksburg Workers in Indentifiable Occupations
1790 and 1810
OCCUPATION
1790
 1 flP fixe
NUMBER WORKFORCE
1910
 T S T T H ee
NUMBER WORKFORCE
Bank Cashier 
Bank Director 
Bricklayer
1
1
1
Boardmaker 1 .4
Barber 4 1.9
Blacksmith 2 .9 1
Bookseller
Bottler 1
Butcher 5 2.3 1
Cabinetmaker 2
Carpenter 3 1.4 1
Coacfamaker 1 .4 1
Constable 2 .9 3
Cooper 1 .4 1
Court Clerk 1 .4 1
Craftsman, unspec. 1 .4
Doctor 7 3.3 8
Drayman 1
Dyer 1 .4
Ferryman 1 .4
Gauger of Wts. fc Meaa. 1
Gov't Official, misc 3 1.4 1
Hatter 2 .9 2
Jailer 1
Journeyman 2 .9
Judge 1 .4 1
Laborer 2 .9
Lawyer 3 1.4 S
Mason
Merchant-Retailer 66 30.9 76
Machine maker 1
Mechanic 1 .4
Milliner 1
Minister 1 .4 3
Painter 1 .4
Pastry cook 1
Peddler
Plumber 1
Postmaster 1 .4
Printer 1 .4 1
Schoolmaster 2 .9 3
Saddler 2 .9 2
1
26
TABLE 22 Continued
Number■ of Fredericksburg workers In Identifiable Occupations
1790 and 1810
Shoemaker 3 1.4 2 .7
Scrivener 1 .3
Sea Captain 1 .4 16 S.6
Ship Carpenter 1 .4
Silversmith 2 .9 2 .7
Stable Operator 1 .4
Stationer 1 .3
Staymaker 1 .4 2 .7
Tailor 7 3.3
Tanner 2 .9 4 1.4
Tavarnkeeper 8 3.8
Tinsmith 1 .4
Tobacco Inspector 1 .4
Toymaker 1 .4
Turner
watch & Clockmaker 1 .3
Unknown,
Free White Male 44 20.7 86 29.9
Unknown,
Free Negro 3 1.4 33 11.5
Unknown,
Free White Women 15 7.0 17 5.9
Unemployed,
(Gentlemen, Esq.} 2 .9
Retired 1 .4
Insolvent Debtor 1 .4
213 289
Sources: Fredericksburg city Personal Property Tax Lists, 1786-
1810; Fredericksburg City Council Minutes, 1782-1801; 
1801-1829; Fredericksburg City Hustings Court Order 
Books A, B, C, 1782-1800, Virginia State Library, 
Richmond; Virginia Herald and Fredericksburg Advertiser, 
1788-1810,""Hary Washington college, Fredericksburg.
TABLE 23
Fredericksburg Occupations! Structure 
1790 and 1810
1790 1810
% of Free I of Free
Number Workforce Number Workforce
Government Officials 9 4.2 8 2.8
Professionals 14 6.6 38 13.1
Merchants t Retailers 66 31.0 77 26.6
Tavern a Inn Keepers 8 3.8 4 1.4
Craftsmen 46 21.6 25 8.7
Laborers 2 .9
Transportation 2 .9 1 .3
Unemployed, Retired 3 1.4
Insolvent Debtors 1 .5
Unknown:
Free white male 44 20.7 86 29.8
Free Negro 3 1.4 33 11.4
Free white women 15 7.0 17 5.9
TOTALS 213 100.0 289 100.0
Source: Table 22.
The tithable tax was considered to be a tax on pro­
ductive labor,^ Therefore, the number of tithables for 
whom a taxpayer paid is an estimate of the number of workers 
in the taxpaying unit. Taxable units on the tax lists often 
represent production and employment units as well as family 
units. For example, throughout the period under study names 
of firms, especially merchant firms, rather than individuals, 
were listed as taxpayers. Moreover, the 1787 personal 
property list, which identifies all white male tithables over 
21 in a unit and the person who paid the tax for each, shows 
that it was regular practice for a taxpayer to pay for 
individuals, most likely apprentices or employees, with 
different surnames from his own. Ten men over 21 had their 
taxes paid by one of the 25 artisans identified on the 17 87 
list. Four of those whose taxes were paid by others never 
appeared on any list as independent taxpayers in Fredericks­
burg. Two others cannot be positively identified on later 
lists. The remaining four did appear on subsequent lists, 
but it is possible to identify the occupations of only two. 
Both apparently followed the trade of the person who paid 
the taxes in 1787. John Lawrence definitely became a tailor 
like Walter Gregory, who paid his tax, and John Hamilton 
practiced the same trade as Tully Whithurst who paid his.
From other sources we also know that Pitman Hill, apprenticed
^Hughes, "Elizabeth City County," p. 56.
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to Gregory in 1785, also became a Fredericksburg tailor.^®
This all suggests that taxpaying units were not simply 
family units, but in many cases represented employment units, 
too. Evidence also shows that between 1790 and 1810 the 
units tended to increase in size, although large firms 
employing many workers never became common.
By 1810 the percentage of merchants and retailers in 
the population had fallen to 27,^ and the percentage of 
craftsmen had fallen drastically. At the same time, the 
mean number of workers per artisan household had grown to 
4.5. Although the number of white workers per household 
rose to 2.1, most of the increase in the mean is 
attributable to the tripling of adult slaves per household 
to 2.4. Alexander Walker, cabinetmaker, paid for six adult 
white males and six slaves, while William James, tailor, 
paid for five whites and five slaves. One taxpayer paid the 
tithe for eight workers, and four others paid for seven each. 
Only seven artisans paid for themselves alone, and the total 
number of artisan households dropped to 25, Most of those 
who employed six or more workers provided consumable goods 
for the local market. The group included two tailors, a 
shoemaker, a printer, and two saddlers. Two cabinetmakers
■^Order Book A, p. 204; Personal Property Tax List,
1791.
17The comparable percentage for the Middle Ward of 
Philadelphia in 1774 was 15, and for 1790 Boston, 15.8,
Warner, Private City, p. 18; Kulikoff, "Progress of 
Inequa1ity,H 577,
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and two silversmiths supplied more durable goods. Another 
development further illustrates the changes which took 
place between 1790 and 1810. In 1790 the mean number of 
tithes in artisan households was slightly lower than the 
mean number of tithes in all households in town. By 1810 
the 2.8 tithes per household in the town was considerably 
less than the figure for artisan households. In twenty 
years there had been an increase in the size of production . 
units as craftsmen working in their own shops or homes 
were replaced by groups of slaves and apprentices supervised 
by a single craftsman.
In both 1790 and 1810, the men whose occupations cannot 
be identified constituted an unpropertied, undifferentiated 
labor force. The 44 free white males and three free black 
males who comprised the group in 1790 paid a mean personal 
property tax of 4s. 3d. and a median tax of 0, compared to 
a mean tax for all taxpayers of 16s. By 1810, there were 
86 free white men and 33 free black men in the group. They 
paid a mean tax of $.43 and a median of 0, compared to a 
mean for all taxpayers of $1.18. The medians of 0 indicated 
that in both years a large number of men in the group owned 
no taxable property at all. In 1790, 34 men whose occupations 
are not known owned no taxable property. There were 78 such 
men in 1810, The growth in the size of the undifferentiated 
labor force is dramatic. It accounted for just under 23% of 
all workers on the 1790 tax list, and just under 42% of 
those on the 1810 list.
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Because these figures are based on tax lists which
often omitted women because they were not tithables, they
distort the role women played in the work force and for
that reason, give only an approximate picture of the overall
occupational structure in Fredericksburg. Tax data for 1810,
for example, suggest that of 293 households, 20, or 6.8%,
were headed by women, yet the 1810 census shows that there 
*
were 319 households in town, of which 91, or 28.5%, were
headed by women.^
The actual role women played in the work force can be
inferred from newspaper advertisements and other narrative
sources. At least three women operated boarding or day
schools in town between 17 88 and 1 8 0 7 , In addition, seven
women operated taverns, inns or boarding houses after 1782,
20and held ordinary licenses in their own names. Women also 
swelled the ranks of artisans. Most, in keeping with the 
pattern described by the historian Julia Cherry Spruill,
^ P e r s o n a l  Property Tax List, 1810; U.S. Bureau of the 
Census, Population Schedules of the Third Census of the 
United States, 1810, Fredericksburg.
l^See advertisements for Mrs. Hudson, Ann Coleman, and 
Mrs. Cook in Virginia Herald, March 11, 1806, p.l, c.2; Nov.
13, 1807, p.4, c.2; March 28, 1788, p.4, c.l.
0 0Licenses were issued to Elizabeth Jones, Margaret 
Hopson, Ann Hackley, Margaret Julian, Order Book B, pp. 91, 
105; Order Book C, p. 75. Margaret Stephens and Ann Taylor 
advertised, Virginia Herald, June 29, 1802, p.l, c.2; Sept. 
12, 1806, p.2, c.4. Mrs. Fischer's tavern was the site of a 
meeting, ibid., March 2, 1802, p.2, c.2,
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followed trades which were "almost monopolized" by women.2  ^
Four different women were in business as milliners and mantua 
makers. All were in business on their own.22 Another mantua 
maker, Ann Ridley, opened a dress making business in partner­
ship with her husband, James, a stay maker.2  ^ Maria Hume 
made her living as a pastry cook.24 Other women practiced
crafts not so dominated by women. Mrs. Wells advertised an
2 5upholstering business in the Herald. Others were
apprenticed to male artisans and professionals. Such was the
case with Elizabeth Murray and Gracy Griskill, apprenticed to
Tully Whithurst, and Margaret Callahan, apprenticed to Dr.
2 fiGeorge French.
More significant is the ability of women in early 
nineteenth-century Fredericksburg to organize at least one 
major institution. Under the leadership of Mrs. Herndon, 
wife of a local tavern keeper, women took the initiative in 
1802 to organize a female charity school. Meeting at Mrs.
2*Julia Cherry Spruill, Women's Life and Work in the
Southern Colonies, Norton Library (New York: W. W. Norton &
Co., 1972), pp. 276-292.
2Advertisements of Mrs. McKay, E. Reatt, Mrs. Brum­
field, and Jennett S. Hore, Virginia Herald, Aug, 17, 1798, 
p.3, c,4; June 4, 1802, p.3, c.3; Feb. 3, 1810, p.3, c,3;
Feb. 10, 1810, p.3, c .4,
2^Virginia Herald, June 12, 1788, p,3, c,3,
24Ibid,, May 28, 1802, p.l, c,l,
25Ibid,, Nov, 30, 1802, p,3, c,3,
2^Order Book A, p, 112; Order Book B, pp, 90, 113,
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Fischer's tavern, the women invited men to subscribe to the
school, but excluded them from all organizational meetings.
27They also hired a woman to superintend the school.
The changes in the composition of the work force,
working relationships, and the level of wealth among
artisans in Fredericksburg between the end of the Revolution
and 1810 all bore witness to far-reaching changes in the local
economy. The same changes affected opportunities for social
and economic advancement, and the geographic mobility of
the town's population. At the beginning of the post-
Revolutionary period it seemed as if a growing population,
and the establishment of new businesses to supply its needs
would provide many new opportunities for people to improve
their lot. By 1810, the promise had not been realized. In
the absence of a separate body of overseer of the poor
records it is not possible to do as intensive analysis as
28for larger cities like Boston and Philadelphia. Still, 
from accounts appearing in the council minutes, and from 
tax records, it is apparent that between the late 1780's and
1810 poverty in Fredericksburg was increasing, and the 
opportunity to rise above it was on the decline.
^ Virginia Herald, March 2, 1802, p.2, c.2? April 2, 
1802, p .2, c , 4,
28Kulikoff, "Progress of Inequality?" Gary B. Nash, 
"Poverty and Poor Relief in Pre-Revolutionary Philadelphia," 
William and Mary Quarterly, 3rd, Ser,, 33 (1976), 3-30.
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The cost of maintaining the town's poor establishment
29rose steadily during the period. The first year for which 
any overseer of the poor accounts are recorded in the council 
minutes was March 1788-March 1789. During that period, as 
may be seen in table 24, the town spent just over £18, or 
8% of its total expenditures, to support poor residents. In 
1806-07, the town spent 14 times as much on its poor, and it 
had become common for one third of its budget to be devoted 
to maintenance of the poor.
It is more difficult to determine exactly how many poor 
people there were in Fredericksburg. Only the overseers of 
the poor accounts for March 1788-March 1789, August 1793- 
March 1794, and June 1803-March 1804 are detailed enough to 
allow some estimates.^® The first account lists five women 
and two men who received weekly allowances. The overseers 
also paid to have coffins made and graves dug for two more 
paupers, making a total of nine destitute people receiving 
support. By 1793-94 the number had almost doubled, although 
table 20b shows the town’s population had increased by only 
8% in the same period. The overseers supported or paid 
funeral expenses for 17 different people. By 1803-04, the 
number had more than doubled again, while the town's
^Institutional changes in the poor establishment are 
discussed in Chapter 6.
3^Council Minutes, 1782-1801, pp. 185-186, 359-361? 
Council Minutes, 1801-1829, pp. 32-35, 37-39.
TABLE 24
Cost of Supporting the Fredericksburg Poor Establishment, 1788-1810
Expenses of Poor Total Disbursements Expenditures for the Poor
Year_________ Establishment_______ Poor Levy_____ By Chamberlain_____________ as % of Total Town Expenses
1788-1789 £18.0.5 1/4 (554.06)® £230.13.9 (5692.04) 8
1789-1790 £75.8.11 1/2 ($226.32) £279.7.3 3/4 ($838.08) 27
1790-1791 no data
1791-1792 no data
1792-1793 £28.13.7 (580.04)
1793-1794 £80.10.10 (5241.62) £194.3.0 3/4 ($582.45) 41
1794-1795 £88.16.7 (5266.46)
1795-1796 no date
1796-1797 £90.8.10 (5271.32) £268.0.8 ($804.09) 34
1797-1798 no data
1798-1799 £230.8.0 1/2 (5691.20) £670.4.10 ($2010.72) 34
1799-1800 £86.4.11 1/2 (5258.72) £247.2.1 1/2 (5741.30) 35
1800-1801 no data
1801-1802 no data
1802-1803 no data
1803-1804 6371.25 $1783.58 21
1804-1805 5750.75 $1835.16 41
1805-1806 5750.00
1806-1807 £250.14.11 (5752.22)51455.37 £673.10.9 3/4 (($2020.62) 37
1807-1808 5865.11
1808-1809 5699.81 $900.00 $3922.60 18
1809-1810 $750.00
aPound-shilling-pence currency has been converted to dollars and cents using a multiplier of 3. 
The multiplier was derived by dividing the 1796 tax of all persons whose personal property tax 
that year was El or more into their 1797 tax, paid in dollars. I assumed that levels of tax­
ation werw approximately equal, and that changes in wealth in one year would, in most cases be 
small. The average multiplier for the 18 taxpayers was 2.9.
Sources: Fredericksburg City Council Minutes, 1782-1801: Fredericksburg City Council Minutes,
1801-1829: Fredericksburg Hustinqs Court Order Books E and F: Virqinia Herald, March 
14, 1810.
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population increased by another 19%. The town chamberlain's 
account includes names of 22 people who received payment as 
"one of the poor," or for caring for a poor person. The 
town paid for ten more paupers' funerals. The same year a 
"list of tax delinquents where there is not any possible 
chance to collect from” identifies another nine people who 
were "broke," or had "no effects."
The people listed in these accounts were the poorest 
of Fredericksburg's poor. None of their names appears on 
tax lists for the corresponding year. Unattached women are 
overrepresented on all three lists. Widowed, without male 
support or employment opportunities, they were thrown on the 
poor rolls, where they comprised the largest identifiable 
group. Of the five women whose names appear on the 1788-89 
list, one received only temporary support until she was 
returned to her home in Rockbridge. The 17 93-94 list names 
seven women, three men, and one family, headed by a male, 
who received allowances. In 18 03-04, sixteen women and only 
four men received regular support.
Others who were among the poorest of the town's citizens 
were the disabled. One of the two men named on the 1788-89 
list was a "poor dumb man found . . .  on the wharf," and one 
of the five women had lost the use of her arm. In 1793, 
Barnet Knight and his wife received an allowance. Knight 
was probably sick and not able to support his family, and 
evidently died during the year, for Mrs. Knight alone 
received the allowance by year's end. In 1804, "Old Joe,"
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probably a free black man disabled by age, was a relief 
recipient.
The number of absolutely destitute people in Fredericks­
burg was very small. The nine people named in the 178 8-89 
account comprised only one half of one percent of the total 
population. The 41 aid recipients and tax deliquents in 
1803-04 were only 1.6% of Fredericksburg's population in 1804. 
Although this percentage of indigent people is small, it is 
about the same as the percentage of relief recipients in 
Philadelphia in 1765, during the period "when poverty 
became a major problem . . . Furthermore, it is clear
that the number of very poor was rising faster than the total 
population.
The "near poor," or "respectable poor,"32 constituted 
a second layer of impoverished urban dwellers. These were 
better off than workhouse or almshouse residents, but still 
lived at near subsistence level. One measure of "near poor" 
in Fredericksburg is the number of people listed on the 
personal property tax lists who owned no taxable property.
Of course, men who owned extensive property outside the town, 
and sons of established citizens who had not yet accumulated 
their own wealth, are counted as "near poor," but trends are 
still discernable.
31Nash, "Poverty and Poor Relief," 9, 14, 17.
32The terms are used by Kulikoff and Nash, respectively. 
Kulikoff, "Progress of Inequality," 384; Nash, "Poverty and 
Poor Relief," 22.
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Table 2 5 and figure 7 show that the number of "near 
poor" in Fredericksburg was highest in the late 17 8 0's and 
after 18 03. The proportion of "near poor" in the population 
at those times was substantial, although never as large as 
in the big cities.33 From 1790 to 1795, and again from 1801 
to 1803 the number of "near poor" dropped temporarily. The 
temporary declines are probably related to events in the 
Caribbean associated with the French Revolution and Napoleonic 
Wars. The general recovery of American commerce following 
the depression of the late 178 0's provided opportunities in 
Fredericksburg which helped reduce the number of "near poor." 
This trend was aided by opportunities afforded neutral 
shipping by the Anglo-French War beginning in 17 93. Hostile 
French reaction to Jay's Treaty in 1795, however, and 
suspension of commerce with France and her colonies in 17 98 
reduced opportunities, increasing the number of "near poor" 
in Fredericksburg again. Restoration of normal commercial 
activity during the Peace of Amiens occasioned another drop 
in the number of poor, but Britain's closing of West Indian 
ports to American shipping after the peace, and the end of 
the period of Anglo-American rapproachement brought the brief
33Kulikoff, "Progress of Inequality," 383; Nash,
"Poverty and Poor Relief," 28, Kulikoff estimates that the 
near poor were 30-40% of Boston's population in 1771, and 
34-47% by 1790. Nash claims that in 1772 one in every four 
free male Philadelphians was poor or near poor by standards 
of the time.
TABLE 25
"Near Poor* in Fredericksburg, 1787-1810
(a) <b) (c) <d> (e) (f) (9) (h) (i)
Tithables In Est Pop. I Est. Pop. II
Households In Households In Households
Total w/o Taxable (c) as % Est. Pop. w/o Taxable c/o Taxable (f) as t (g) as
Tear Tithables Property of (b) II Property (e)x4** Property (c)x3*** of (e> of (e)
1787 564 30* 5.3 1684 120 90 7.1 5.3
1788 533 67 12.6 1588 268 201 16.9 12.7
1789 442 71 12.9 1670 284 213 17.0 12.8
1790 581 78 13.4 1740 312 234 17.9 13.4
1791 586 59 10.1 1738 236 177 13.6 10.2
1792 498 36 7.2 1452 144 108 9.9 7.4
1793 593 38 6.4 1708 152 114 8.9 6.7
1794 543 32 5.9 1548 128 96 8.3 6.2
1795 543 27 5.0 1542 108 81 7.0 5.3
1796 629 51 8.1 1852 204 153 11.0 8.3
1797 698 57 8.2 2052 228 171 11.1 8.3
1798 718 73 10.2 2102 292 219 13.9 10.4
1799 690 63 9.1 2000 252 189 12.6 9.5
1800 706 75 10.6 2044 300 225 14.7 11.0
1801 745 87 11.7 2168 348 261 16.1 12.0
1802 768 64 8.3 2218 256 192 11.5 8.7
1803 735 60 8.2 2118 240 180 11.3 8.5
1804 866 114 13.2 2540 456 342 18.0 13.5
1805 848 115 13.6 2502 450 345 18.4 13.8
1806 931 100 10.7 2696 400 300 14.8 11.1
1807 913 136 14.9 2700 544 408 20.1 15.1
1809 758 59 7.8 2164 236 177 10.9 8.2
1810 837 99 11.8 2436 396 297 16.3 12.2
Sources: Fredericksburg City Personal Property Tax Lists, 1786-1 BIO: Fredericskburg City Land Tax Lists, 1788-1810j 
Virginia State Library, Richmond: Table 20, Part b.
TABLE 25, Continued 
"NEAR POOR" IN FREDERICKSBURG, 1787-1810 NOTES
*
* *
* * *
not corrected for land tax payers.
This estimate is calculated using the same multiplier used to 
determine "Total Population II" above.
A smaller multiplier than was used to estimate Total Population 
is probably more appropriate for determining how many people 
lived in non-taxpaying households. Forty two of the 89 property- 
less tax payers in 1810 appear on heads of census households that 
year. An average of six people lived in the 42 households that 
year compared with 7.9 per household in the total population. The 
fact that only 42 of 89 propertyless tax payers appear as heads 
of census households suggests that many who paid their own state 
capitation tax had no families and lived in other households. All 
this may show that more young or single men and women, or older 
widows were among the near poor. Consequently, column (g) 
estimates the number of people living in non-taxpaying households 
using the smaller multiplier, three.
FIGURE 7
"Near Poor" in Fredericksburg, 1787-1810
<«o
lOO
10
E o t lm a t *  I 
Eotlmato II
Source: Table 25.
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recovery to a close,
While the number of poor people in Fredericksburg grew, 
the percentage of people at the opposite end of the economic 
spectrum remained fairly stable. Figure 8 shows that the 
majority of taxable wealth in town was held by a relatively 
small number of people. The Gini Index and Schutz Co­
efficient are both numerical expressions of the extent of 
maldistribution of some variable, in this case taxable wealth. 
Each ranges from 0, a case in which wealth is equally dis­
tributed, to 1, a case in which an infinitesimally small
3 5proportion of the population owns all the wealth. For 
Fredericksburg tax data between 1790 and 1810, the Gini Index 
is between .68 and .79 and the Schutz Coefficient between .52 
and .60. The figures show that wealth in Fredericksburg was 
less equally distributed than in the seventeenth-century 
agricultural community of Windsor, Connecticut, where the 
Schutz coefficient was between .39 and .45.36 The top 12%
3^A discussion of commercial fluctuations during the 
period is in John H. Coatsworth, "American Trade with 
European Colonies in the Caribbean and South America, 1790- 
1810," William and Mary Quarterly, 3rd, Ser., 24 (1967), 
243-266.
33A concise description of Lorenz Curves, and the Gini
Index and Schutz Coefficient is in Judith M. Tanur, et al.,
ed., Statistics; A Guide to the Unknown C2nd ed,; San 
Francisco; Holden-Day, 1978), pp, 406-409,
36Linda Auwers Bissell, "From One Generation to 
Another; Mobility in Seventeenth-Century Windsor, Connect­
icut," William and Mary Quarterly, 3rd, Ser,, 31 (1974), 85n,
FIGURE 8
Distribution of All Taxable Property in Fredericksburg
1790-1810
Source: Fredericksburg City Personal Property Tax
Lists, 1790, 1795, 1800, 1805, 1810; 
Fredericksburg City Land Tax Lists, 1790, 
1795, 1800, 1805, 1810.
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of taxpayers in 1790, 1800, 1805, and 181Q owned somewhat 
more than one-half of all the taxable wealth in town. In 
1795, the top 5% of taxpayers owned over half of the taxable 
wealth. The 12% figure is deceiving, however, since it 
represents a percentage of taxpayers rather than a percentage 
of the entire population. The people constituting this group 
actually amounted to about 2% of the total population each 
year. If the families of the taxpayers are included in the 
uppermost group, about 8 to 10% of the population might be 
said to be among the elite.
While these figures give some idea as to the number of 
people at the top and bottom of the economic scale at a 
particular time, they tell nothing about a person's 
opportunity to move up or down the scale. By cross-tabulating 
a person's rank on one tax list with his position on later 
lists, it is possible to determine how likely it was for a 
person to change his relative economic status. Other 
indicators of economic opportunity are the ease with which 
tenants became landowners, and the rate at which apprentices 
became resident artisans and taxpayers.
With the exception of those people in the lowest wealth 
quintile, whose situation will be discussed later, a person 
living in Fredericksburg between 1790 and 1810 had reasonably 
good hope of maintaining or improving his economic position 
in the community. Table 26 shows that over one half of the 
taxpayers in any five year interval beginning in 1790 either 
held their own or moved up the economic scale. The largest
297.
number actually to improve their position did so between 
1795 and 1800, when 89, or 43% of the taxpayers in 1795, 
were upwardly mobile by 1800. From 1790 to 1795 one tax­
payer in four moved up. From 1800-1805, and from 1805- 
1810, one taxpayer in three bettered his relative economic 
position.
Movement that occurred was usually short range, and 
tended to shorten as time progressed. An average move up 
or down the economic scale between 1790 and 1795 was .91 
quintiles, and between 1805 and 1810 only .72 quintiles.
Most movement took place in the middle quintiles, and it 
was uncommon for people to move from the lower quintiles 
to the top in a short time. The top quintile, however was 
not closed. A person could gradually move up the economic 
ladder in successive intervals and reach the upper level.
At the end of most of the five-year intervals reported 
approximately 40% of the people in the top quintile were 
newcomers who had not been there at the beginning of the 
period. Between 17 95 and 1800 entrance into the top quintile 
was even easier, and about 56% of the people there in 1800 
were new a r r i v a l s . O n c e  a person arrived at the top, his
^Both the extent of upward mobility and the distance a 
person was likely to move are similar to late 17th-century 
Windson, Connecticut. Linda Auwers Bissell found 42% and 63% 
upward mobility in periods of 10 and 16 years, respectively. 
She found that people moved an average of 1.25 quintles in 
the first period and 1.58 in the second. I have calculated 
average moves differently from Bissell. She divided the total 
number of quintiles moved by the number of people who moved.
I divided the total number of quintiles moved by the total
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position was relatively secure, as downward economic 
mobility, except between 1790 and 1795, was significantly 
less than upward mobility. Stability in the top quintile 
increased over time. About 61% of the people in the top 
quintile in 17 90 maintained their position in 1795. Between 
1800 and 1805, 83% of those in the upper quintile kept their 
position, and between 1805 and 1810, 71% did so.
Information about land ownership and tenancy 
corroborates the conclusion that for many people, post- 
Revolutionary Fredericksburg offered the opportunity for 
economic advancement and material comfort. The Fredericks­
burg Land Tax Lists, in addition to identifying the 
proprietors of lots or parts of lots, also indicate who 
resided in their own homes or were tenants. Proprietors who 
do not appear as either residents in their own homes or as 
renters are tabulated as absentee owners in table 27. Those 
who appear either as living in their own homes or as being 
tenants in another house in town are tabulated as resident 
owners. All others are tabulated as tenants. Table 27 
shows that in each of the years considered, about one-half 
of the householders in Fredericksburg owned real estate. Of 
the 1,17 0 people whose names appear on the land tax lists
number of people who persisted in the population for a five 
year period, even if they did not move up or down the scale. 
Using the Bissell method, average moved in Fredericksburg 
were: 1790-95, 1.6 quintiles; 1795-1800, 1.57; 1800-05, 1.68; 
18 05-10, 1.39. Bissell, "From One Generation to Another," 
79-110.
TABLE 2 6
Economic Opportunity in Fredericksburg by Five-Year Intervals
1790-1810
a. 1790-1795
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1795 Taxable Estate
Poorest Wealthiest
(U
ft
7 3 6 6 2
0 6 1 0 0
3 12 17 10 10
2 4 15 19 12
2 5 4 11 34
1800 Taxable Estate
Poorest 
L5 2 0
Wealthiest 
1 5
2 7 12 12 8
1 2 16 20 8
3 1 4 14 21
2 0 6 13 33
1805 Taxable Estate
Poorest 
12 1 11
Wealthiest 
8 5
5 1 4 4 3
1 0 14 14 10
4 0 10 34 19
1 0 2 9 60
TABLE 26, Continued
Economic Opportunity in Fredericksburg by Five-Year Intervals
1790-1810
1805-1810
id■p
hj■u(0
w
Xi
Ifl
X
m
o
ao
1810 Taxable Estate
Summary
Poorest Wealthiest
23 13 11 1 3
* 1 3 0 3 0
8 5 20 26 9
3 0 13 32 28
S
1 0 6 16 57
1790-1795 1795-1800 1800-1805 1805-1810
N % N % N  % N %
Stable 83 43 85 41 131 54 135 48
Mobile
Short Range* 
Up 26 14 55 26 38 16 67 24
Down 38 20 21 10 24 10 35 12
Total Short 
Range 64 34 76 36 62 26 102 36
Long Range* 
Up 24 13 34 16 41 17 27 10
Down 20 10 13 6 8 3 18 6
Total Long 
Range 44 23 47 22 49 20 45 16
Total Up 50 26 89 43 79 33 94 33
Total Down 58 31 34 16 32 13 54 19
*One quintile
+Two or more quintiles
Sources: Fredericksburg City Personal Tax Lists, 1790, 1795,
1800, 1805, 1810; Fredericksburg City Land Tax 
Lists, 1790, 1795, 1800, 1805, 1810.
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for 1790, 1795, 1800, 1805, and 1810, 405 appear for the 
first time as tenants. Fifty-five of these appear first in 
1810, so they had no opportunity to become landowners in the 
period under study. Of the remaining 350, 75, or 21%, 
eventually became landowners. In contrast, only 13 who first 
appeared as landowners made their final appearance as tenants. 
Of the 275 people from the original number of tenants who did 
not become Fredericksburg landowners, all but six appear on 
only one of the five tax lists. The people who stayed in 
Fredericksburg five years or more stood a good chance of 
acquiring land of their own. If a man did not acquire land 
quickly, he was likely to move. Fifty-eight of the 75 tenants
who became landowners acquired their land within five years.
38Only two took longer than ten years to become owners.
A person who owned at least some personal or real 
property upon arriving in Fredericksburg or upon establishing 
a household in the late eighteenth or early nineteenth century 
could reasonably expect to add to his property and improve 
his lot. Lack of economic mobility in the lowest wealth 
quintile, however, suggests that the situation was different 
for the very poor. A steady increase in the number of 
dependent poor has been noted above. What sort of economic 
opportunity, then, was available to someone starting at the 
very bottom of the economic scale? Apprentices, especially
38Fredericksburg City Land Tax Lists, 1783, 1788-1810, 
Virginia State Archives.
TABLE 27
Number of Resident Property Owners, Absentee Owners, and 
Tenants in Fredericksburg, 1790-1810
1790 1795 1800 1805 1810
Resident Owners 102 78 99 122 145
Absentee Owners 27 35 33 39 40
Tenants 99 98 118 153 99
Source: Fredericksburg City Land Tax Lists, 17 90, 17 95,
1805, 1810,
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poor orphans bound out by the overseers of the poor, began 
their careers with neither freedom nor capital. Names of 
85 apprentices, 61 of whom were bound out by the overseers 
of the poor to learn a trade, are recorded in the 
Fredericksburg Hustings Court Order Books. By tracing 
these people in the tax lists it is possible to measure 
the opportunity available to the able-bodied poor in
"IQ
Fredericksburg society. 7
Opportunity within the community was practically non­
existent for these people. Names of only ten of the 85 
appear on any tax list before 1810, Five of the ten had 
been poor orphans, the other five were apprenticed by their 
parents. Of the ten whose names appear later on the tax 
lists, only three ever paid a local tax, and only one ever 
owned any land, a small garden enclosure. One of the men 
was named on eight annual tax lists. One other was named 
on the 1807, 1809, and 1810 lists, and may have stayed in 
town after the period under study, but the other eight all 
left town in three years or l e s s , 40
The records of apprenticeships, as reported in table 
28, tell something about changes in opportunity over time. 
Until 1793, the overseers of the poor bound out only a small
■5 Q
This approach was suggested by Russell R. Menard,
“From Servant to Freeholder: Status Mobility and Property 
Accumulation in Seventeenth-Century Maryland," William and 
Mary Quarterly, 3rd. Ser., 30 (1973), 37-64.
^°Land Tax Lists, 1788-1810.
TABLE 28
Number of People Apprenticed in Fredericksburg, 1783-18
No. Apprenticed Number of Poor
Year by Parents Orphans Total
1783 0 1 1
1784 0 1 1
1785 8 0 8
1786 3 0 3
1787 1 1 2
1788 1 6 7
1789 0 0 0
1790 0 0 0
1791 4 0 4
1792 0 0 0
1793 2 6 8
1794 3 5 8
1795 0 2 2
1796 0 4 4
1797 0 2 2
1798 1 k 2
1799 1 k 2
1800 0 4 4
1801 0 0 0
1802 0 5 5
1803 0 2 2
1804 0 7 7
1805 0 k 1
1806 0 4 4
1807 0 1 1
1808 0 2 2
1809 0 4 4
1810 0 1 1
aThere is undercounting in these figures resulting from
some children who were apprenticed not being counted 
because of ambiguities in the records. For example, it 
is possible to know how many people were involved when 
the overseers of the poor bound out "the mulatto 
children of Milly Lewis" in 1805 or "the infant children 
of Jenny Hain" in 1806. Hustings Court Order Book E,
96, 123.
Source: Fredericksburg Hustings Court Order Books B, C,
D, E, F.
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number of poor orphans. That year they began to apprentice 
poor orphans with greater regularity. From the mid 1790's 
the proportion of poor orphans among apprentices was far 
higher than it had been earlier when more parents apprenticed 
their own children. This, like the increase in the number 
of near poor, suggests that economic opportunity for those 
at the bottom of society was declining.
A final indicator of declining opportunity for 
Fredericksburg's poorest is the rising cost of criminal 
prosecutions in town. On January 3, 1788, the Virginia 
legislature passed a law "providing for the regular payment 
of expences [sic] accruing from the trial of criminals in 
the county and corporations courts." The law required 
corporation courts to certify to the state in September and 
October all expenses for the examination and trial of 
criminals, for guards, for maintenance of criminals, for 
transportation to jail, and for imprisonments for misdemeanor 
and breach of the peace. Expenses were to be reimbursed by 
the state.
The amount Fredericksburgers spent on criminal pro­
secutions was never high. In fact, it never approached the 
annual cost of the poor establishment. From table 29, 
however, it is apparent that expenses began to rise in the 
1790's and continued to do so into the early 1800's, The
4-*-Hening, ed., Statutes, XII, 567-568.
TABLE 29
Fredericksburg Accounts Against tbs Stats for Criminal Prosscutions
1788-1810
Tear Amount 5-Year Mean
1788
1789
2080 lb. tobacco 
3960 lb. tobacco
($65.52)*
($124.74)
1790
1791
1792
1793
1794
2257 lb. tobacco 
650 lb. tobacco 
1280 lb tobacco 
no data
$50.11 + £6.5.0
($47.40)
+ £17.9.9 
* £5.10.3
($58.86)
($66.12)
($43.41)
$ 53.95
1795
1796
1797
1798
1799
$84.98
$55.37
$39.46
$220.00
$186.01 $117.17
1800
1801
1802
1803
1804
$151.64 
no data 
$467.93 
$183.42 
$280.90 $270.97
1805
1806
1807
1808 
1809
$96.28
S377.15
$127.00
$174.31
$56.69
1810 $154.40 $166.29
*To convsrt pcund-shilling-psncs currsncy to dollars I used a 
multipliar of 3 as described in notss to Tabls 24. To convsrt 
pounds of tobacco to currsncy I ussd a pries of 21s./cut for 
1788 and 1789, and 14s./cwt for 1790-1794. Ths former is 
bassd on prices quoted in William PsnnocJe to the Governor, Jan. 
22, 1787, in Palmer, at al., sds, Calendar of Virginia Stats 
Papers, rv, 229. Ths latter is from prices current found in the 
Virginia Herald, April 14, 1791, p.3, c.2, and ibid.. Nov. 24,
Sourest Fredericksburg Hustings Court Order Books C, D, E, F.
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mean annual cost for criminal prosecutions from 1795 through 
1799 was twice that for the period from 1790 through 1794,
From 1800 through 1804 the mean annual cost more than 
doubled a g a i n . A s  opportunity for the poor diminished in 
the mid 1790's, they either resorted to illegal activity, 
boosting the cost of criminal prosecutions, or they left 
town.
That much of the increased cost of criminal pro­
secutions was attributable to activities of the poor can be 
seen from the evidence in table 30. In sixteen of the 
twenty years for which data are available, the mean tax of 
individuals presented for crimes by the grand jury was below 
the mean tax of all taxpayers in the town. This shows 
that those brought to trial were usually poorer than the 
general population, a fact which is confirmed by considering 
the median tax paid by individuals presented for crimes. In 
all twenty years reported, the median tax of these individuals 
was either zero, or well below their mean tax, indicating 
that occasionally a few wealthy people or tavern owners who 
paid high taxes for billiard tables, were indicted, raising 
the mean. In fact, for seventeen of the years, the median 
tax of the people indicted was zero, showing that over one- 
half of those brought to trial owned no taxable property.
^2See below, chapter 6 for a discussion of the increase 
in the amount of illegal activity in the period.
TABLE 30
Personal Proparty Taxes Paid by Paopla Prasantad for Crimes 
by Fredericksburg Grand Jurias, 1788-1810
Mo. Paopla Median Tax of Mean Tax of Maan Tax of
Year Prasantad Those Prasantad Thosat Prasantad All Taxpaya:
1788 5 0 £0. 17.2 £1.14.4
1789
1790
1791
1
no data 
no data
0 0 £1. 5.5
1792 4 0 0 £0.12.6
1793 12 0 £0. 4.7 £0. 9.3
1794 1 0 0 £0.10.10
1795 3 0 0 £0.12.12
1796 9 £0.7.0 £6. 0.0 £0.13.3
1797 8 0 $14 .72 $2.39
1798 6 0 $ 2.02 $1.25
1799 4 0 0 $1.69
1800 11 0 $ .38 $1.51
1801 7 $ .68 $ 1.49 $1.50
1802 9 $ .56 $ .66 $1.70
1803 54 0 $ .53 $1.66
1804 17 0 $ 1.94 $1.43
1805 14 0 $ .13 $1.40
1806 18 0 $ 1.09 $1.15
1807 22 0 $ .86 $1.08
1809 9 0 $ .62 $1.39
1810 27 0 $ .78 $1.10
Sourcaa: Fradarickaburg Hustings Court Ordar Books C, D, t, F;
Fradaricksburg Parsonal Proparty Tax Lists, 1788-1810.
309.
No consideration of opportunity can be divorced from 
a consideration of geographic mobility. In talking about 
opportunities for economic improvement, it cannot be 
forgotten that for many the community offered so little 
opportunity that they left it. They were replaced by others 
who saw Fredericksburg as offering potentially better 
opportunity than the place they had just left. The extent 
of geographic mobility helps explain the simultaneous growth 
in the number of near poor after 1795 and increased potential
for economic advancement between 1795 and 1800.
Population turned over more rapidly in Fredericksburg 
than in many colonial New England towns or seventeenth- 
century English villages. People whose names first appeared 
on the Fredericksburg tax lists in 1790 and 1795 persisted 
for ten years at a rate of only 36%, a lower rate than in 
seventeenth or eighteenth-century Dedham, Massachusetts, 
seventeenth-century Windsor, Connecticut, eighteenth-century 
Wenham, Massachusetts, or the English villages of Cogenhoe 
or Clayworth.43 For people first appearing on the Fredericks­
burg tax lists in 1800, the rate of persistence for ten years
was even lower, a mere 24%.44
The most mobile people were those at the bottom of the 
economic scale. As other studies have found in both late
43Bissell, "From One Generation to Another," 102.
^4See table 32.
TABLE 31
Geographic Mobility in Fredericksburg by Five-Year Intervals
1790-1810, by Quintiles
Part a. Number of Out-migrants.
Period Poorest Wealthiest
1790-1795 44 31 30 14 9
1795-1800 95 28 28 25 13
1800-1805 124 15 80 41 16
1805-1810 93 31 34 18 12
Part b. Number of In-Migrants
Period Poorest Wealthiest
1790-1795 78 14 32 11 18
1795-1800 35 20 26 17 13
1800-1805 71 23 27 18 16
1805-1810 106 10 53 34 33
Source: Fredericksburg City Personal Property Tax Lists,
1790, 1795, 1800, 1805, 1810; Fredericksburg 
City Land Tax Lists, 1790, 1795, 1800, 1805, 1810.
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seventeenth-century Windsor, Connecticut, and mid-nineteenth 
century Newburyport, Massachusetts, a large floating pop­
ulation moved in and out at the bottom of Fredericksburg 
45society. The proportion of this floating population in 
Fredericksburg was between 2 0 and 30% of the adult white 
male population, somewhat higher than the 10 to 20% pro­
portion in W i n d s o r . ^6 These drifters, as may be seen in 
table 31, accounted for approximately one-third to one- 
half of the people who disappeared from the rolls or appeared 
anew on the tax lists in any five-year interval. Between 
1790 and 1795, and again between 1805 and 1810, the number 
of new arrivals in the bottom wealth quintile, which con­
tained most of the people with no taxable property, exceeded 
departures, swelling the ranks of the near poor. If a 
person moved, it was likely that he would do so soon after 
arriving in Fredericksburg. Table 32 shows that a person 
staying at least five years was likely to persist longer 
and to obtain land. The persistence rate between 1790 and 
1795 for a person appearing on the 1790 tax list was 52%.
^Bissell, "From One Generation to Another," 91; Stephen 
Thernstrom, Poverty and Progress: Social Mobility in a Nine­
teenth Century City (Cambridge, Mass.; Harvard University 
Press, 1964), p. 134.
^^Bissell, "From One Generation to Another," 94. I have 
calculated the proportion for Fredericksburg by dividing the 
number of people appearing in or disappearing from the bottom 
the bottom quintile in a five-year interval by the number of 
white tithables in town at the terminal year of the period.
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For those who remained in 1795, however, it was 71% to 1800. 
Once a person had stayed long enough to develop some ties to 
the community, he usually stayed until he died or retired to 
the country. Although the pattern is the same for those 
people whose names first appeared on the 1795 and 1800 tax 
lists, the initial persistence rate is lower than for those 
who first appeared in 17 90. Furthermore, people who first 
appeared in 1800 tended to be more mobile than those earlier 
even after staying five years, suggesting that opportunity 
in the community had become more restricted.
It should be noted that people shown as new arrivals 
in table 31 could have been either in-migrants or maturing 
sons and daughters. Similarly, people disappearing from the 
rolls could have been either out-migrants, or people who 
died. Detailed analysis of those who disappeared,.reported 
in table 33, reveal that their disappearance usually resulted 
from migration rather than death. For this reason it is 
assumed, too, that the bulk of the arrivals were in-migrants.
'’’he patterns of opportunity and mobility in Fredericks­
burg created a relatively stable community like Windsor, 
Connecticut. This similarity, however, means that Fredericks­
burg became more of a closed community as time passed. Later 
arrivals found more restricted economic opportunity * Further­
more, as will be shown, those with long tenure in town
^7Thernstrom reports very similar patterns for Newbury- 
port. Thernstrom, Poverty and Progress, p. 96.
TABLE 32
Rates of Persistence, Fredericksburg, 1790-1810
a. Rates of Persistence for Five-Year Intervals
1790 Sample (N=283)*
Number Remaining Rate of
Year From Sample Persistence
1795 146 52%
1800 103 71%
1805 71 69%
1810 51 72%
1795 Sample <N=110)+
1800 52 47%
1805 40 77%
1810 27 67%
1805
1810
1800 Sample <N=159)# 
66 
38
42%
58%
TABLE 32 Continued 
Rates of Persistence, Fredericksburg, 1790-1810
b. Rates of Persistence for Ten-Year Intervals
1790 Sample (N=283)*
Number Remaining Rate of
Year From Sample Persistence
1800 103 36%
1810 51 50%
1795 Sample (N=110)+
1805 40 36%
1800 Sample (N=159)#
1810 38 24%
♦Taxpayers on 1790 Personal Property and Land Tax Lists.
+Taxpayers on 1795 Tax Lists, but not on 1790 Lists.
#Taxpayers on 1800 Tax Lists, but not on 1790 or 1795 Lists
Sources: Fredericksburg City Personal Property Tax Lists,
1790, 1795, 1800, 1805, 1810; Fredericksburg 
City Land Tax Lists, 1790, 1795, 1800, 1805, 1810
TABLE 33
Persons Disappearing from Fredericksburg Tax Lists, by Five-Tear Intervals
1790-1810
Tears Total Disappearances Deaths Out-migrants t Out-migrants
1790-1795 128 29 99 77
1795-1800 189 12 177 94
1800-1805 276 30 246 89
1805-1810 188 29 159 85
Source: Fredericksburg Personal Property Tax Lists, 1790-1810; Fredericksburg Land
Tax Lists, 1790-1810. To derive this data, 1 used computer print-outs of 
people whose names were not on the 1795, 1800, 1805, and 1810 tax lists 
but had appeared five years earlier. By hand I then eliminated people 
whose estates first appeared on a tax list, or moved their names to the 
proper chart. Then, using information from the tax lists, court and 
council records, and newspaper obituaries, I identified the poeple who had 
died during the period. If a person was not known to have died, I assumed 
he had moved.
315.
monopolized positions of political influence. As a result, 
newcomers increasingly tended to leave to find opportunities 
elsewhere.
Fredericksburg's black population found the least 
opportunity of any group in the town. The slave population 
remained fairly constant as a proportion of the total pop­
ulation between 1784 and 1810. Table 34 shows that in most 
years over one-third of the town's population was enslaved.
The highest proportion of slaves in the population was in 
1795 when just under 41% of the people in town were held as 
chattels.
Slave workers and craftsmen often worked alongside white 
artisans and apprentices. Various receipts, orders, and 
certificates in the Richard Young Papers show that during 
the late eighteenth century slaves participated as artisans 
in household manufacture.4® Black workers, however, 
commanded lower pay than white. For example, the Fredericks­
burg Corporation paid white laborers 3 to 5 shillings per
day for working on the roads in 17 86. In contrast, black
49workers, or their masters, received 2 shillings per day.
Not surprising, slaves and free blacks and mulattoes 
all faced a battery of other restrictions. One of the first
4®Richard Young Papers, Folders 3 and 4.
4®Council Minutes, 1782-1801, p. 119.
TABLE 34
Estimated Black Population, Fredericksburg, 1784-1810
Tear
Estimated 
Total Slave 
Population
Total
fOpulatlon
II
Slave hpilation 
as t of TOtal 
Population II
No. Free Tithes 
In Free Blade 
Households
Estimated 
Total Black 
Papulation
Census 
Free Black 
Population
Estimated From 
Black Papula­
tion as t of 
Total Pop. II
1784 418 1110 37.7
1785 482 1542 31.3
1787 572 1684 34.0 3 22 1.3
1788 544 1588 34.3 2 15 .9
1789 538 1670 32.2 3 22 1.3
1790 584 1740 33.6 4 29 59 1.7*
1791 606 1738 34.9 2 15 .9
1792 540 1452 37.2 1 7 .5
1793 664 1708 38.9 2 15 .9
1794 624 1548 40.3 5 37 2.4
1795 630 1542 40.9 5 37 2.4
1796 664 1852 35.9 7 51 2.8
1797 740 2052 36.1 10 73 3.5
1798 770 2102 36.6 13 95 4.5
1799 760 2000 38.0 14 102 5.1
1800 780 2044 38.2 14 102 5.0
1801 812 2168 37.5 15 110 5.1
1802 854 2218 38.5 20 146 6.6
1803 822 2118 38.8 15 110 5.2
1804 924 2540 36.4 23 168 6.6
1805 890 2502 35.6 28 204 8.2
1806 1028 2696 38.1 43 314 11.6
1807 952 2700 35.3 59 431 16.0
1809 868 2164 40.1 30 219 10.1
1810 912 2436 37.4 48 350 349 14.4
a
3.41 baaed an census free black population.
Sourcest Fredericksburg city Personal Property Tax Lists, 1706-1810; 1790 Census; 1810 Census; table 20.
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orders of business for the newly formed Fredericksburg
council was to pass an ordinance preventing the unlawful
assembling of slaves and limiting their dealings with
townspeople. The law forbade any servant or slave to sell
anything in town without written consent from his or her
master. Any servant or slave found in town after 2:00 P.M.
on the Sabbath faced a whipping. Servants and slaves were
forbidden to deal with other servants and slaves. Any
white person, or free black or mulatto, found in the
company of a slave, or gaming with, harboring or entertaining
slaves, forfeited to the slave's owner four times the value of
anything he purchased from the slave.^ The ordinance was
renewed in 1809.51 The council also limited a slave's
52opportunity to own livestock.
In 1787 the council enjoined slave owners from allowing 
their slaves to go at large or hire themselves out within
C  *5
the corporation. Of the two cases in which whites were 
tried under the act, one, that of Peter Jett, is interesting 
for what it tells about the system of justice for blacks.
Jett had hired out his slave, Hannah, and allowed her to go 
at large, for which the court fined him $2Q. It was Hannah,
however, who was jailed until the fine was paid, and the
50Ibid., p. 10-11.
^Council Minutes, 1801-1829, p. 134,
^council Minutes, 1782-1801, p. 25.
53Ibid., p. 153.
318.
court warned, ominously, that if Jett did not pay his fine, 
"the said slave will be otherwise disposed of."54
Since slaves had no freedom to begin with, those found 
guilty of crime could not be deprived of it. To prevent 
slaves from acting as if they had nothing to lose, courts 
meted out severe corporal punishment to any slave convicted 
of even minor offenses. Inasmuch as the only way a slave 
could be denied any more freedom was by selling him, the 
courts did so regularly, for example, to punish slaves for 
hiring themselves o u t . 55 Slaves were regularly sentenced 
to 39 lashes and burning in the hand for stealing small 
amounts of goods, as for example, was Fryday for stealing 
a cowhide worth lOd.5® Another slave, Lawrence, however, 
was hanged after being valued at £75 by the court, for 
stealing £30 worth of goods from Thomas Middleton's 
warehouse.57
On occasion the court recommended that the governor 
pardon convicted slaves. It was protection of property 
rather than consideration for human beings, however, that 
most often guided this action. When Alleck was accused of 
"taking clothing from the person of Molly," a slave of
Jett's case is in Order Book F, p. 47. James Heath 
was also prosecuted under the law. Order Book F, p. 28.
^ Fo r  cases see Order Book E, pp. 8, 167-172.
S^Order Book C, p. 112.
5?order Book B, p. 121.
319.
Molly Buckner, and raping her, he was found not guilty of
rape, but guilty of stealing goods valued at 15s. 6d, and
sentenced to hang. Although the court recommended him to
the governor as an object of mercy, Alleck subsequently
58died in jail from cruel treatment.
Whites convicted of crimes were also sentenced to 
whippings, but punishment was usually less harsh and less 
swift. Whereas blacks were examined, tried and sentenced 
immediately by courts of Oyer and Terminer, whites first 
appeared at a hearing, were referred to a Grand Jury, and 
only then brought to trial. In the case of James Pettigrew, 
a white man tried for shooting and killing a slave woman 
outside his house, the jury brought back a verdict of 
justifiable homicide.59
The unenslaved segment of Fredericksburg's black popu­
lation also lived under severe legal restrictions. Council’s 
effort to limit contact between slaves and free black people 
was undoubtedly motivated in part by fear that free blacks 
would contaminate slaves with ideas of liberty.Furthermore, 
after 1792, free black people lived under a series of state 
laws restricting their rights to own arms, testify against 
whites in court, or even "lift his or her hand in opposition
5®0rder Book C, pp. 210-211, 215.
5^Virginia Herald, July 3, 1788, p,2, c.3%
®®This was certainly a consideration after Gabriel's 
Rebellion. See Jordan, White Over Black, pp. 400-401.
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to any person not being a Negro or mulatto,"6*- Free blacks 
had only tenuous freedom, Peter Campbell is a case in 
point. In 1807 he was found to be a tax delinquent without 
sufficient estate to pay his taxes. In accordance with 
state law, the court ordered him hired out until he earned
fk 2enough to pay, an action it could not take with whites.
After Gabriel's Rebellion in 1800, and the unearthing
63of a series of slave conspiracies between 1802 and 1805, 
the restrictions on Fredericksburg blacks, both slaves and 
free, were tightened. As early as 1801 the Hustings Court 
ordered that a list of free blacks and mulattoes be drawn 
up and placed in the clerk's office to identify potential 
agitators.64 Shortly afterward tax collectors began 
keeping careful notations of free blacks by placing "FN" 
next to their names on the tax lists.
Both slaves and free blacks were victims of Virginia's 
policy of making private manumissions more difficult after 
1795, following a period of relatively easy manumission after 
the Revolution. The policy culminated in a law passed by the 
December 18Q6 session of the legislature which required any 
slave freed after the law went into effect to leaye the state
61Ibid., p. 407,
62Order Book E, p. 173,
6^Jordan, White Over Black, p. 348.
®40rder Book D, p. 263,
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6 5within twelve months of receiving freedom. Although, as 
shown in table 35, Predericksburgers manumitted an unusually 
large number of slaves just before the law took effect, 
local authorities almost immediately began to intensify 
enforcement of the law preventing slaves from hiring them­
selves out and acting as free men. Of the ten cases involv­
ing slaves ordered sold for hiring themselves out which 
appeared in the court order books, nine occurred in 1807.®®
It is difficult to determine with precision what 
proportion of the population in Fredericksburg lived under 
these restrictions. Tax commissioners identified free 
Negroes on the tax lists erratically before 1800. The same 
person was reported as a free Negro some years and not in 
others, or as a free Negro on land tax lists but not on 
personal property tax lists. Free blacks were not identified 
at all until the 1790 personal property tax list, and not 
carefully until the early 1800's. Any free black person who 
was not identified as such on an early tax list or by other 
evidence, and who moved from town before 18 02 when such 
information was regularly recorded on the tax rolls, is 
treated in this study as white. Consequently, for the early 
years in table 34 the number of free black tithes is probably
65Jordan, White Over Black, p, 348, 
®6Order Book E, pp. 8, 167-172,
1797
2
TABLE 35
Slave Manumissions, Fredericksburg, 1797-1806
1799 1801 1802 1803 1804 1805 1806
1 2 1 4 5 1 18
Total
34
Source: Fredericksburg Hustings Court Order Books, C, D, and E.
FIGURE 9
Estimated Black Population, 1784-1810 
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underreported. There may also have been undercounting of 
free blacks on the 1790 census,^
The total free black population shown in table 34 and 
figure 9 is derived by multiplying the number of free black 
tithables by 7.3, the ratio of free blacks on the 1810 
census to free black tithables on the 1810 personal property 
tax list. The multiplier is probably accurate for no more 
than the last ten years charted. The result shows, however, 
that there was a trend for free blacks to migrate to the 
towns. The largest increase in the free black population in 
Fredericksburg occurred in 18 06 and 1807 following passage 
of the law depriving free blacks of the right to own land in 
the countryside and requiring their migration from Virginia.
Despite the inadequacies of the population estimates, 
three things can be said with confidence about Fredericks­
burg's free blacks. They tended to be poorer than their white 
neighbors, were transient, and were less segregated than might 
have been suspected. Thus in 18 00, 13 free black taxpayers 
were named on the personal property tax lists. They paid a 
mean tax of $.97, a median tax of $.12, Their 256 white 
counterparts, on the other hand, paid a mean tax of $1,51.
By 1810, free black taxpayers had lost more ground relative to 
whites. Three times as many black taxpayers, 39, paid a 
smaller total tax than black taxpayers in 18 00, The mean
6^See above, pp. 267-269,
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tax paid by blacks in 1810 was $.30, the median, 0, while 
whites paid a mean tax of $1.18. In 1807, the peak year of 
the free black population, 54 black taxpayers paid a mean 
tax of only $.19, and a median of 0.
Several individual free blacks accumulated significant 
wealth. Others quickly accumulated wealth, only to lose it 
dramatically. The DeBaptist family and David Coyle consis­
tently paid taxes above the norm. John DeBaptist was taxed 
for two horses and a wheeled vehicle in 1799, and acquired a 
more elaborate coach the following year. His estate paid 
a tax of $7.08 in 1806, when the mean tax for all taxpayers 
was $1.15. David Coyle paid no tax in 1795, but acquired 
slaves, livestock, and a riding chair by 1810. Sally Morton 
in 1799, and Armistead Stocus in 1803, each achieved 
sufficient wealth to buy coaches and horses, but unlike 
DeBaptist and Coyle, both lost virtually everything within 
four years.
The free black population was transient. Exactly 100 
taxpayers on the personal property lists between 1787 and 1810 
have been identified as free blacks. Of these, 42 appear on 
only one tax list. One name appears 20 times, and seven 
others ten times or more. The mean persistence rate is 3.3 
years.
Winthrop Jordan has observed that since free blacks 
congregated in cities, and slaves in cities tended to act 
like free men, there was a need for formalized racial relations
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which produced systems of segregation*®® Segregation in 
Fredericksburg, however, was not as pronounced as it could 
have been. The 1810 census shows that of 108 households 
containing free blacks, 40, or 46% also housed whites. The 
town was officially divided into surveyed blocks. The 1810 
land tax list shows that one-third of the blocks in which 
free black people lived were also the location of white 
homes. In addition to white and black people sharing living 
accommodations to some degree, we also know that white 
craftsmen trained non-white apprentices. For example,
6 Dsaddler James Smock had both Indian and mulatto apprentices.
There is a dearth of information about free black 
tradesmen. The tax lists, and lists of retail licenses which 
were often appended to them, reveal that there were black 
draymen, barbers, shoemakers, and retailers in town.
Anthony, or Tony, Monro was also identified as a free black 
doctor. However, these people did not advertise in the local 
newspaper, and received no attention in local government 
records. Their color, rather than their trades, identified 
them and separated them from the mainstream of life and 
business in town. Segregation operated in this way rather 
than through geographic separation.
6 8Jordan, White Over Black, p. 415.
69Order Book B, pp. 123, 129.
327.
The total slave and free black population was usually 
between one-third and one-half of the total population of 
Fredericksburg, With such a large part of the population 
cut off from full participation in the economic life of the 
community, earning little or no income, and having no chance 
to improve its condition, the consumer market in Fredericks­
burg was much smaller than it might otherwise have been.
This fact severely restricted the potential for success of 
businesses, an illustration of the principle of final demand 
linkage.
In summary, Fredericksburg had the advantage of easy 
access both to an agricultural hinterland and the world 
market and became a thriving market town during the second 
and third quarters of the eighteenth century. During the 
early national period it continued to grow, but at a rate 
slower than did areas to the north. It remained a market 
town with a large proportion of merchants and retailers. 
Although there was a slight tendency toward larger units of 
employment in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth cen­
turies, large manufactories never became common, and artisans 
still tended to work alone or in small groups. Women were 
an active part of the labor force, heading between one-half 
and one-third of the town's households by 1810, For people 
who had some stake in the community, or arrived with a skill 
or some property, there was opportunity to move up the 
economic ladder and live a more comfortable life. But the
local consumer market was limited by slow population growth 
and by a large proportion of poorly paid and legally 
proscribed black people who were not allowed to participate 
fully in the economic life of the town. This restraint 
slowed economic growth and made it increasingly difficult 
for new arrivals in town, or individuals completing 
apprenticeships, to establish themselves in the community. 
This obstacle led to a high rate of migration and an 
increase in town in the number of poor people and workers 
without specific trades.
CHAPTER VI
"THE COUNCIL . . .  DO ORDER . . .":
TOWN GOVERNMENT IN POST-REVOLUTIONARY FREDERICKSBURG
Historians, in discussing town governments in the 
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, often point 
to the relative inactivity of municipal authorities. One 
textbook on urban America notes that while colonial cities 
developed sophisticated political and administrative 
techniques and fostered the leadership that challenged 
British imperial rule, city governments steadily lost 
importance and influence afterward. The authors trace 
"the apparent insignificance of city government" in the 
nineteenth century to the weak legal position inherent in 
city charters, and subordination of local politics to the 
fortunes of political parties as determined by state and 
national issues.^- Two recent studies of southern towns 
repeat the same theme. In his study of ante-bellum 
Fredericksburg, Lynchburg, and Staunton, Thomas F, Armstrong
^Charles N. Glaab and A, Theodore Brown, A History of 
Urban America (New York; The MacMillan Company, 1967), pp, 
16, 171-172.
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observes, "governmental laissez faire prevailed; seldom were
the municipal authorities responsible for or even concerned
with internal growth," defined as the collective provision
of services provided individually m  non-urban areas.A
Regarding Richmond, Marianne Sheldon contends that town
government confined its activities to a narrow sphere, only
3
infrequently touching the daily lives of inhabitants.
The image of a passive town government not influencing 
the lives of citizens or responding to their collective 
needs is not appropriate to Fredericksburg before 1810. 
Previous chapters have shown that the town was growing, its 
economy undergoing radical changes. Especially after 
receiving a town charter in 1782, local authorities were 
called upon to solve problems caused by growth and change.
In at least five areas Fredericksburg's council acted 
vigorously to promote stability and protect citizens: local
administration, public health, general welfare, public 
safety, and relief of the poor. To carry out responsibilities 
of solving local problems, the Fredericksburg electorate drew 
on the town's elite, especially on men with previous admin­
istrative and managerial experience. To accomplish their
2Armstrong, "Urban Vision," pp. 16, 208. 
^Sheldon, "Richmond," p. 151.
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goals, these men used regulation, encouragement of private 
action, and, less often, direct action. Its decisions 
regularly affected the daily lives of Fredericksburg towns­
people .
A certain rough-and-ready quality characterized life
in post-Revolutionary Fredericksburg. Although it was not
the frontier, life had not reached a high level of
sophistication, and many of the problems associated with a
frontier community plagued the town. Agriculture thrived
within its borders, and townsmen could be confronted by
wandering hogs. Because of the large animal population in
4
town, waste disposal was difficult. As late as 1802, 
streets were still ill-defined dirt ditches. There was 
always the fear of fire, and the care of the poor represented 
a constant issue.
The recreational opportunities that provided some 
relief from the routine of daily life are also reminiscent 
of frontier conditions. Although booksellers Cottom and
5
Stewart operated a circulating library, the innumerable 
taverns in town were probably a much more popular source of 
entertainment. These often hosted itinerant special
^The problem was so serious that in 1783 the council 
imposed a 3s. fine on anyone throwing dung into the streets, 
with an additional 3s. fine for every hour it remained. 
Council Minutes, 1782-1801, p. 60.
^Virginia Herald, Nov. 11, 1808, p.3, c.3.
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attractions to entice customers away from competitors. For 
$,20 to $,50 (children half price), a townsman or traveller 
could enjoy a curiosity like the Learned Pig, among whose 
"surprising instances of sagacity," too numerous to be 
mentioned, "were the ability to read, spell, tell time, 
distinguish color, and name the President of the United 
States."*’ Joseph Norwood appealed to those with more exotic 
tastes by displaying an African lion at his tavern.
Hazlewood Farish's Indian Queen tavern catered to those with 
an interest in current events and gore, by a display of wax 
figures "superior to any ever exhibited— among which, is a 
striking Likeness and representation of THE DUEL FOUGHT 
Between Col. Aaron Burr, and Gen. Alexander Hamilton, Where­
in Gen. Hamilton is supported by his Second after receiving
the mortal wound— while Col. Burr is led from the field 
□
. . . . "  Thomas West's theatre, which opened at the end of
g
the eighteenth century, also hosted itinerant groups.
Comedy productions such as "Wives as They Were, & Maids as 
They Are" were calculated to attract the greatest audiences.^-8
^Ibid., Mar, 30, 1804, p.3, c,4,
7Ibid,, June 25, 1799, p.l, c,2,
8Ibid,, Jan, 4, 1805, p,3, c,3,
9Ibid,, Feb, 1, 1799, p.3, c,4,
•^8Ibid. , Oct, 11, 1805, p.3, c,2.
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Although providing interruptions from a routine, the 
entertainment also added to the problems of urban life.
The taverns became centers of illegal gambling, and often 
were disorderly. The crowds attracted by itinerant shows 
and troupes of actors threatened communal health in times 
of epidemic, and at times the authorities feared the actors 
themselves would bring contageous diseases to town.
The problems were banal, but real. Responsibility 
for maintaining civil order, protecting public health, and 
promoting general welfare fell to the town council and the 
Hustings Court. Council took the initiative by passing 
ordinances, for example, to impound or destroy stray hogs,^ 
or to impose fines on their owners. The same body was also 
required to react to actions of the court's grand jury. The 
jury, for example, presented as nuisances numerous 
obstructions in Prince George Street as well as a church 
wing built in a public street. In 1802 it also prodded 
Council into taking action about health hazards such as 
"burying the dead in Prince George and Princess Anne
streets also the irregular burying in the ground west of and
12adjoining Edward Street . . . . At times Council was
left in hopeless positions. After it solved the problem of 
hogs running wild, the grand jury presented as nuisanses
^Council Minutes, 1782-1801, pp. 8, 13, 18, 
l^Order Book D, pp. 274-27 5.
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the "large heaps of rubbish in the streets."^"3 Council
responded by suspending its ordinance requiring hogs to be
penned, and ordered owners, instead, to let their animals
run loose so that the scavengers could control the refuse 
14problem.
As a rule townsmen were content to let others wrestle
with the problems. Each March the eligible voters of the
town assembled to elect twelve men to serve as a common
council, who in turn selected a mayor, recorder, and four
aldermen from among themselves. The remaining six served as
common councilmen. The mayor, recorder, and aldermen also
served as the Hustings Court.^ In order to comply with
requirements of a state criminal law passed in 1806,
Fredericksburg altered its local government structure
slightly. Beginning in 1807 the office of alderman was
eliminated. Ten councilmen, with the mayor and recorder,
exercized the powers of the town council. In addition,
eight magistrates, who wielded no legislative authority,
16were elected to serve during good behavior.
The suffrage was broad. The town council resolved 
in 1807 "that no persons but freeholders and housekeepers 
(Commonly called Pot Boilers) being inhabitants three
^3Order Book C, p. 360.
^Council Minutes, 1801-1829, p. 20.
^Council Minutes, 1782-1801, pp. 2-3.
3®Council Minutes, 1801-1829, pp. 71-73.
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months preceeding the Election shall be entitled to 
17vote . . . ." The brief residency requirement probably
disfranchised some# but it is clear from the resolution
that tenants as well as property owners were entitled to
yote. Furthermore, that such a resolution was necessary
indicates that for most of the period of this study even
residency requirements were not well enforced.
Although suffrage was wide, participation in
elections was usually light. Historians have contended
that in colonial Virginia more than 40% of the adult white
18males turned out for an election. Table 36 indicates that 
the normal turnout for an annual election in Fredericksburg 
after the Revolution was likely to be lower; between 25 and 
35% of the eligible voters. Only at times when national 
issues stimulated interest in politics did voter participa­
tion rise much above 50%. When controlling hogs or maintain­
ing streets were the only issues, Fredericksburg citizens 
were happy to defer to a small group willing to contend with 
the problems.
The drafting and ratification of the Constitution, 
the quasi-war with France, Jefferson's election to the
17Ibid., P. 74.
1 ftRobert J. Dinkin, Voting in Provincial America: A 
Study in Elections in the Thirteen Colonies, 1689-1776 (West­
port, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1977), p. 146? Robert E. and B. 
Katherine Brown, Virginia 1705-1786; Democracy or Aristocracy? 
(East Lansing, Mich.: Michigan State University Press, 1964), 
pp. 145-146.
TABLE 36
Voter Participation in Fredericksburg Town Elections, 1782-1810
Year 1 Votes 1 Voters** Estimate I of Estimate II of t Turnout * Turt
Cast* Eligible Votersc Eligible Voters® I II
1782 731 61
1783 727 61
1784 692 58
1785 916 76
1786 555 46
1787 899 75
1788 921 77 142 54
1789 871 73 144 51
1790 779 65 102 163 64 40
1791 653 54 155 35
1792 632 54 139 39
1793 565 47 136 35
1794 507 42 137 31
1795 838 70 78 145 90 48
1796 428 36 145 25
1797 533 44 171 26
1798 595 50 192 26
1799 1184 99 182 54
1800 1083 90 99 195 91 51
1801 I097e 91 183 50
1802 473e 39 172 23
1803 532® 44 176 25
1804 588e 49 202 24
1805 928 77 122 235 63 33
1806 57 8e 48 198 24
1807 1390 116 181 64
1808 919e 77
1809 853 79 180 44
1810 585 49 145 190 34 26
"Total* of votes cast for candidates for city council as recorded in Fredericksburg Council 
Minutes.
TABLE 36, Continued
**Voting was by ballot. Voters were directed to print the names of 12 people to serve 
as common councilmen on one ticket when they voted. Fredericksburg Council Hlnutes, 
1782-1801, p. 74, To estimate the number of participating voters, I have simply 
divided the number of votes by 12, which yields a minimum number of voters. If some 
people had voted for fewer than 12 candidates, the number of actual voters would be 
higher, I have assumed that most people voted for twelve candidates.
cThis figure represents the total number of resident landowners In the Fredericksburg 
Land Tax Lists, Since it excludes tenants who were eligible to vote, it under- 
estimates the actual number of eligible voters.
dThis figure represents white male heads of households as determined from the Land Tax 
Lists. I have not counted as heads of household men listed as tenants of a person 
with a different surname living in the same building. This is probably a better 
estimate of eligible voters than estimate I,
eVote totals of only the twelve elected candidates were reported in this year. The 
actual number of votes and voters was probably higher.
Source: Fredericksburg Council Hinutes, 1782-1801; Fredericksburg Council Hinutes,
1801-1829; Fredericksburg Land Tax Lists, 1788-1810.
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presidency, and the embargo were all issues which stirred 
great emotion. Political expression, apparent in the 
greater turnout, was one outlet for these emotions. The 
turnout was noticeably greater from 1787 through 1790, in 
1795, from 1799 through 1801, and from 1807 through 1809.
In the latter period changes in the structure of the town 
government also helped spark voter interest.
Indications of precisely why people voted and why 
they voted as they did are rare. When people wrote letters, 
or made notations in commonplace books the subject was 
usually business or family matters. Newspapers were, as a 
rule, heavy with advertisements and commercial information 
and light on news. When the pattern was broken, and 
political matters are discussed in such sources, it suggests 
that the issues were of more general concern and important 
enough to bring people to the polls.
The Federal Constitution caused heated discussion on
both sides. Charles Mortimer decried efforts by "the
19rascally part of our assembly" to issue paper money, and 
contended that "unless a new Government forms some permanent 
system we shall all be ruined by rascals and faithless 
debtors . . . ."20 James Duncanson expressed similar fears
19Charles Mortimer, Fredericksburg, to John Mortimer 
at Messrs. Barclay, Brown & Co., Nov. 8, 1786, in Charles 
Mortimer Commonplace Book, p. 76, Minor Family Papers, section 
35, Virginia Historical Society, Richmond.
,
Charles Mortimer, Fredericksburg, to John Mortimer, 
Sept. 1, 1787, in Charles Mortimer Commonplace Book, pp. 92- 
93.
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about paper money and wrote James Maury that he hoped a good 
result of the Philadelphia Convention would ease problems in 
Virginia. A If Mortimer, Duncanson, and men like them felt 
that their most basic interests depended on passing the 
Constitution, it is also clear from Duncanson's correspondence 
that their opponents were as actively trying to turn out the 
vote to defeat the new form of government. Duncanson hoped 
the Constitution would pass, and regretted opposition from 
George Mason, Edmund Randolph, and Patrick Henry. On the 
local level he observed, "our Judge Mercer will injure his 
lungs I think, haranguing against it in all companies.
Once the Constitution was adopted and the new govern­
ment launched, voter interest in Fredericksburg lagged for 
several years. Participation in elections fluctuated depending 
on the state of relations between the United States, France, 
and Great Britain in the Anglo-French wars of the period.
The first evidence of national and international politics 
having an impact on local elections in Fredericksburg was 
the March 1795 election. It followed a year of tempestuous 
events generating rampant Anglophobia throughout the United
States. "Even staunch Federalists were infected with
23Anglomania," writes one historian. Republicans called for
^James Duncanson, Fredericksburg, to James Maury, July
3, 1787, Maury Mss., Box 2, folder 1787, July-December.
^James Duncanson, Fredericksburg, to James Maury, Dec.
20, 1787, ibid.
2-*John C. Miller, The Federalist Era, 1789-1801 (New
York: Harper Brothers, 1960), p. 151
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economic sanctions to be imposed on Britain, There was talk 
of a second war of independence to retaliate for British 
seizure of American shipping. George Washington was unpop­
ular because of the way the Whiskey Rebellion had been 
handled, and because of his attacks on the Democratic 
Societies. The January 17 95 congressional elections went 
against the Federalists.24 The Anglophobia produced a major 
political upheaval in Fredericksburg. Until then there had 
been great continuity on the city council. Table 37 shows 
that the turnover on council from year to year had been low, 
although new talent had been recruited at a regular rate.
In 1795, however, the electorate dropped two-thirds of the 
council members who had served the previous year and replaced 
them with men with no previous council experience. Half of 
those dropped were never elected again.
The eight men who were dropped in 17 95 were alike in 
being British, pro-Federalist, and members of long standing 
on the council. Four of the eight had been born in Scotland, 
one in England, and one had very close English ties. Six of 
the eight were pro-Federalist. collectively the eight had 
58 years of experience on the council, and three had been 
elected in every election since 1782,
24Ibid., pp. 148, 152, 157-163,
25Place of birth has been determined from records of 
naturalizations in the Order Books, correspondence, head­
stones in the Masonic Cemetery, Fredericksburg, and genealog­
ical publications. Party preference was determined as
TABLE 37
Rates of Recruitment and Turnover in Fredericksburg 
Town Council, 1783-1810
Year % Recruitment3 % Turnover*3
1783 27 17
1784 15 8
1785 17 17
1786 38 25
1787 8 8
1788 0 8
1789 15 8
1790 8 8
1791 14 0
1792 17 17
1793 25 25
1794 25 25
1795 62 67
1796 0 0
1797 15 25
1798 17 17
1799 31 42
1800 17 67
1801 8 17
1802 17 33
1803 21 50
1804 8 33
1805 23 33
1806 25 33
1807 50 67
1808 42 42
1809 33 50
1810 8 17
a
Percentage of men elected who had no previous 
council experience.
^Percentage of men who had served the previous 
year and were not reelected.
Source: Fredericksburg Council Minutes, 17 82-1801;
Fredericksburg Council Minutes, 1801-1829.
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Four men who served in 1794 were re-elected in 1795,
eight were elected for the first time in 1795, and one was
2 6re-elected after a long absence. Birthplaces and party 
prefere.ices in this group were less easy to identify. None 
were specifically identified as being British. Three were 
pro-Federalist and two pro-Republican. They had a total of 
eighteen years previous experience on the council. Anti- 
British sentiment was evidently deep in some parts of the 
Fredericksburg community. It required broad national issues 
in combination with local sentiment, however, to encourage 
voters to take action.
Political awareness and voter participation increased 
again from 1799 through 1801. The crisis in Franco-American 
relations of 1798 occassioned by the XYZ Affair, French 
attacks on American shipping, and the Adams administration's
follows: People signing a May 1798 petition supporting
President Adams, Virginia Herald, June 9, 17 98, p.2, c.2, 
were considered "Pro-Federalist." Those supporting an alter­
native petition, Quinn, History, pp. 233-234, were considered 
"Pro-Republican," as were those supporting a February 1809 
petition endorsing administration policy, Virginia Herald, 
Feb. 15, 1809, p.2, c.2, A final source was a listing of 
directors of the Bank of Virginia for 1805 in the yirginia 
Herald, Jan. 11, 1805, p.3, c.1-2, in which the printer 
identified Federalists with an asterisk. Those not marked 
were assumed to have been Republican.
o r
One person who was elected was later disqualified 
for not being a freeholder. Council Minutes, 1782-1801, p. 
64.
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policy of arming for a naval confrontation captured the 
attention of Fredericksburg voters the following year.
Interest was heightened by Adams having previously alienated 
some townsmen in 1796 when he had recalled James Monroe, a 
town native, as ambassador to France. An overt political 
split occurred in May 17 98 when, at a town meeting, Thomas 
Reade Rootes proposed resolutions endorsing the administra­
tion's foreign policy and its efforts to restore harmony with 
France . Rootes was voted down and alternate resolutions 
proposed by D.C. Ker and Fontaine Maury condemning the 
administration for promoting hostility with France were 
adopted instead.Pro-administration men thereupon printed 
three copies of their resolution, placed them in separate 
locations in town, and gathered 73 signatures of endorsement. 
They then forwarded the petitions to the President.2® The 
town meeting that adopted the resolutions took place after 
the spring 1798 town elections, so the enthusiasm the con­
troversy generated was not reflected in high voter turnout 
that year. The conflict, however, and James Monroe's 
gubernatorial candidacy in 1799, followed by a national 
election in 1800 drew larger numbers of voters to the polls
^ Virginia Herald, May 16, 1798, p.3, c.1-2; Quinn, 
History, pp. 233-234.
28yirginia Herald, June 9, 1798, p.2, c.2; Quinn, 
History, p. 234.
29Harry Amman, James Monroe: The Quest for National 
Identity (New York: McGraw- Hill, 1971), p^ TTT^
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for the next several years.
Competition locally was encouraged by the founding
of a Republican newspaper, the Genius of Liberty, in July
1798.2° it appealed to the hostility toward Scottish and
English merchants which had long been political fodder in
Tidewater Virginia. For example, the editor, Thomas Field,
wrote "there are annually sent from this town upwards of
one hundred dollars, by the Scottish and English tories and
their dependents. We are in possession of a list of their
names, and shall, at a proper time lay it before the 
31public." Field also suggested that subscribers to the
national Federalist paper Porcupine1s Gazette be tarred and
feathered, an idea that William Drummond, William Glassell,
and Fontaine Maury quickly denounced, asserting their right
32to subscribe to whatever papers they chose. The Genius 
became the object of additional local interest when from 
1799 through 1801 it received the town printing contract 
previously held by the Herald.33
A similar combination of national events and local 
hostilities, interests, and propaganda overcame voter apathy
•^Virginia Herald, July 3, 1798, p.l, c.2.
^Reprint of article from the Genius of Liberty of July 
23, 1799 in Virginia Herald, August 9^  1799, p.i, c,3,
^ Virginia Herald, August 9, 1799, p.2, c.4.
•^Council Minutes, 1782-1801, p. 433 ; Council Minutes,
1801-1829, p. 5.
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from 1807 through 1809. The period of Jefferson's embargo 
elicited the same sort of emotions as the crisis of 1794 
and the Quasi-War, but in 1807 local developments took 
precedence in creating voter interest. The reorganization 
of local government became effective that year, giving voters 
the opportunity to fill twenty elective positions rather than 
the usual twelve. They took advantage of the opportunity to 
make the greatest change in the composition of the town 
council since 1795. Seven of the successful candidates for 
the eight new positions as magistrates had been perennial 
council choices. Their election to the new office without 
legislative power allowed new men to take seats on the 
council. One half of the new council was composed of men 
who had never served before. Only two of the former members 
chosen as magistrates were to serve on the council again 
before 1810.
Generally, periods of high voter turnout coincided 
with high council turnover. Presumably when important 
issues were at stake, elections were hotly contested, and 
efforts were made to get apathetic citizens to the polls.
A closer look at the turnover on the town council also 
shows some weak tendencies toward party development. In 
the 1799 election, British born individuals who favored 
Federalist policies added to their strength on the 1798 
council. The following year, others who favored Republican 
policies nationally mustered enough strength to push them 
out. The 1801 election was an exception to the rule of
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high turnout/high turnover. Although more votes than ever 
were cast, turnover was low. The total of votes for the 
twelve successful candidates was higher that year than the 
total of all votes for all candidates in any previous 
election except the 1799 election. Evidently both groups 
worked to get out voters with equal success, accounting for 
the high level of participation with little change in out­
come. In 1807 the Republicans again succeeded in removing 
a contingent of Federalists, although party distinctions are 
not really clear for this period, or for the 1808 and 1809 
elections.
The general apathy that characterized voter behavior 
bears witness to a deferential attitude among the 
Fredericksburg electorate. Although voters periodically 
turned out councilmen with a particular political outlook, 
for the most part a minority of the population selected 
leaders from among the town's elite. Table 38 shows that 
in each period reported between 1782 and 1810 over one half 
of the men elected to the council were from among the 
wealthiest 20% of the town's taxpayers, and that the elite 
maintained a firm grip on elective positions throughout the 
first decade of the nineteenth century. There was, in 
contrast, seldom a councilman from the bottom 60% of the 
wealth distribution.
Data in table 39 show that merchants were by far the 
largest occupational group, represented by the 88 men 
elected to the common council between 1782 and 1810. Pro-
TABLE 38
Wealth, in Quintiles, of Public Office Holders in 
Fredericksburg, 1782-1810
Source: Fredericksburg :Council Minutes, 1782-1801;
Fredericksburg Council Munites, 1801-1829; 
Fredericksburg Personal Property Tax Lists, 
1790, 1795, 1800, 1805, 1810; Fredericksburg 
Land Tax Lists, 1790, 1795, 1800, 1805, 1810; 
Fredericksburg Hustings Court Order Books,
A-F
TABLE 38a
Rank, by Quintiles on 1790 Tax Lists, of All Office Holders, 1782-1792
Type of Office
Council
General3 
Supervisory 
Advisory & 
Professional
Minor
Administrative*3
Functionaries0
Grand Jury 
Foremen
Grand
Jurymen
Totals
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
Poorest 40% 
0
3
6
3
7
18
28
2
2
26
6
Quintiles
6
5
14
28
13
28
26
41
11
10
70
17
31
24
12
24
29 
63
19
30
3
50
59
55
153
38
Wealthiest
90
71
21
42
1
2
1
1
3
50
36
33
152
38
Totals
127
50
46
64
6
108
401
TABLE 38b
Rank, by Quintiles on 1795 Tax Lists, of All Office Holders, 1793-1797
Type of Office Quintiles
Council
General 
Supervisory 
Advisory & 
Professional
Minor
Administrative
Functionaries
Grand Jury 
Foremen
Grand
Jurymen
Totals
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
Poorest 40%
3
4
3
14
6
30
9
33
4
7
25
13
7
10
5
23
4
20
13
22
29
15
18
27
6
27
5
25
7
26
0
18
31
54
27
Wealthiest
39
58
8
36
5
25
11
41
2
100
24
41
89
45
Totals
67
22
20
37
59
197
TABLE 38c
Rank, by Quintiles on 1800 Tax Lists, of All Office Holders, 1798-1802
Type of Office Quintiles
Council
General 
Supervisory, 
Advisory & 
Professional
Minor
Administrative
Functionaries
Grand Jury 
Foremen
Grand
Jurymen
Totals
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
Poorest 40%
4 12
6 19
8 6
26 19
5 6
28 33
11 3
65 18
no data
4 5
6 8
32 32
16 16
14
22
4
13
3
17
29
45
50
26
Wealthiest
34
53
13
42
4
22
3
18
27
42
81
42
Totals
64
31
18
17
65 
195
TABLE 38d
Rank, by Quintiles on 1805 Tax Lists, of All Office Holders, 1803-1807
Type of Office Quintiles
Council
General 
Supervisory, 
Advisory & 
Professional
Minor
Administrative
Functionaries
Grand Jury 
Foremen
Grand
Jurymen
Totals
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
Poorest 40% 
0
6
10
1
3
9
56
no data
2
2
18
6
9
11
3
5
10
34
5
31
6
5
33
11
26
32
18
31
5
17
44
34
93
30
Wealthiest
46
57
31
45
13
45
2
13
76
59
168
54
Totals
81
58
29
16
128
312
TABLE 38e
Rank, by Quintiles on 1810 Tax Lists, of All Office Holders, 1808-1810
Type of Office Quintiles
Council
General 
Supervisory, 
Advisory & 
Professional
Minor
Administrative
Functionaries
Grand Jury 
Foremen
Grand
Jurymen
Totals
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
Poorest 40% 
0
2
18
2
11
no data
1
1
5
2
3 
8
4
10
1
9
6
33
7
7
21
10
11
30
10
25
3
27
5
28
35
36
64
31
Wealthiest
23
62
26
65
5
45
5
28
55
56
114
56
Totals
37
40
11
18
98
204
TABLE 38 NOTES
Includes clerks of court, chamberlain, overseers of the streets, commonwealth attorney, 
coroner, corporation attorney, overseers of the poor, physicians to the poor, justices 
of the peace, special commissioners, inspectors of the poor house.
Includes sergeants, vendue master, clerk of the market, surveyor, harbor master, police 
officer, superintendents of the poor house.
Includes constables, inspector of flour, deputy clerks, deputy sergeants, jailer, gauger 
of weights and measures, weigher of hay, keeper of the hog pound, measurer of coal and 
salt, watchmen, inspector of manufactured tobacco, poor house steward, inspector of 
whiskey, keeper of the powder magazine, deputy sheriff, assistant gauger.
TABT.E 39
Occupations of Hen Elected to Fredericksburg Common Council, 1782-1810
Total Number ( 1782- 1788- 1793- 1798- 1803- isos-
Occupation Percent of Column 1787 1792 1797 1802 1807 m o
Herchanta 42 13 5 10 4 6 4
(wholesale % 48 46 71 67 33 38 40
retail)
Hanufacturing 3 0 1 0 2 0 0
3 14 17
Professional*5 14 5 0 2 4 2 1
16 IB 13 33 13 10
Artisan0 13 2 1 2 2 5 1
15 7 14 13 17 31 10
Unknown 16 8 0 1 0 3 4
18 29 7 19 40
a Includes tavern keepers and one person probably a merchant. Six of the 42 also were involved with 
manufacturing, seven served as bank directors.
k Includes doctors, lawyers, sea captains, and one man identified only as a bank director. A total 
of five in this group served as bank directors.
c Includes blacksmiths, cabinet makers, coopers, hatters, saddlers, shoemakers, silversmiths, and 
tanners. The trade of one man was not identified, but he was placed in this category because he 
had apprentices.
20% of those elected were involved in economic diversification through banking or manufacturing. 
Percentages of men so involved who were first elected in the intervals above were: 1782-87/7%; 
1788-92/29%; 1793-1802/42%; 1803-07/19%; 1808-10/20%.
Source: Fredericksburg Council Hinutes, 1782-1801; Fredericksburg Council Hinutes, 1801-1829;
Fredericksburg Hustings Court Order Books A-F.
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fessional men— 'surprisingly more doctors (8) than lawyers 
(3)— were the second largest group with known occupations. 
While the number of elected officials engaged solely in 
manufacturing and processing was quite small, many of the 
merchants also engaged in manufacturing, and several of the 
professionals played a role in the search for economic 
diversification as directors of banks.
Most of the merchant-manufacturers who served on the 
common council had investments in tobacco manufactories 
stemming leaf tobacco. William Drummond, one of 
Fredericksburg's biggest tobacco exporters in thfe late 1780's 
was among these, as were James Young and David Henderson.
John Scott, and the former state commercial agent, Benjamin 
Day, also had tobacco stemming businesses, and both became 
bank directors. George W.B. Spooner, whose business interests 
were discussed above, ^  was another of the merchant-manu- 
facturers. Spooner, however, represented a different 
attitude toward merchant entrepreneurship, since his interests 
were in the local rather than international trade.
There is a small but statistically significant increase 
in the proportion of men with manufacturing interests elected 
to council for the first time in the later years of the 
period under study.^ This suggests that as the economy 
evolved and merchants invested in manufacturing and processing
^See above, chapter 4.
"^Chi square = 7.05, significant at the .3 level.
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these activities became relatively more respectable. The 
fact that few of the newcomers were engaged only in manu­
facturing, however, and that so many of the merchants who 
were involved in politics were still closely connected to 
the tobacco culture suggests that a strong commitment to 
the traditional agricultural export economy continued to 
prevail among the town's leadership.
Another occupational group important among 
Fredericksburg's elected officials were the artisans, who 
served in numbers approximately equal to the professionals. 
Table 40 shows that all of the artisans elected to Council 
were actually managers of moderately sized businesses as 
well as skilled craftsmen. The businesses they operated 
were comparable in size to the tobacco manufactories and 
merchant firms in Fredericksburg at the time. Just as the 
merchant G. W. B. Spooner developed a series of small 
businesses servicing the local economy, for example, so did 
Godlove Heiskill. A blacksmith who contracted with the 
town council for iron goods in the 1780's,^® Heiskill later 
opened a tanyard capable of tanning 3,000 hides a year as 
well.3  ^ He also invested in real estate, was the owner of 
a three-story brick tenement, and still later opened an ice
k 38house,
36Council Minutes, 1782-1801, p. 58,
•^Virginia Herald, Nov. 6, 1788, p.3, c,3,
*3Q
Ibid., April 25, 1800, p.l, c.l; May 14, 1805, p.3,
c.2.
TABLE 40
Work Forces of Fredericksburg Artisan-Councilmen 
and Selected Tobacco Manufactories and Merchant Houses. 1784-1807
t Whites * Adult * Child 
Hanes Above 16 Slaves Slaves * Horses Yeara
I. Artisan-Councilmen
David Alnond. cooper 3
Charles Brown, carpenter 3
Janes Brown, Silversnith 2
John Femeyhough, carpenter 3
Godlove Heiskill, blacksmith/
tanner 2
Thomas Miller, carpenter 1
William Pearson, hatter 2
Edward Simpson, harness maker 1
Jamas Smock, saddler 2
William Smock, saddler 3
Alexander Walker, cabinet maker 6 
Joseph Walker 1
Henry White, silversmith 1
0
0
0
1
7
0
0
1
2
0
1
0
0
1807
1807
1795
1792
1805 
1784“ 
1795 
1784 
1801 
1807
1806 
1800 
1809
21. Tobacco Manufactories
John Allcock 1
John Stewart, Jr. 3
James Young, t Co. 4
1802
1807
1805
XXI. Merchant House
Robert Patton t Co. 4 2 0 2
aYears represent the year an artiaan-councilman was first elected or th« 
tobacco manufactory was first licensed.
bBegan Council service 1783. No tax data available for that year.
cBegan Council service 1808. Ho tax list compiled for that year.
1805 
year a
Source: Fredericksburg Council Minutes, 1782-1801; Fredericksburg Council
Minutes, 1801-1829; Fredericksburg Personal Property Tax Lists, 
1784-1809.
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Businessmen and professionals with some managerial 
background and above average wealth were repeatedly elected 
to lead the town. Achievement of standing in the community 
was more important in qualifying a man to hold elective 
office than length of residence, prior experience in public 
service, or, as much as scanty evidence will allow a con­
clusion, age.^® Council members elected for the first time 
between 1788 and 1810 had previously appeared on an average of 
eight tax lists, showing that they had lived as adults in 
Fredericksburg for some time. Table 41 also shows a slight 
tendency for newly-elected officials at the end of the 
period to have resided in town longer than their counterparts 
chosen at the beginning of the period. On the other hand, 
some men achieved recognition and were elected more quickly 
than the average. Hugh Mercer, son of Revolutionary War 
General Hugh Mercer, who was killed at the Battle of 
Princeton, was elected to the council before his name ever 
appeared on a tax list. Robert Lewis operated a brewery 
with slave labor, quickly became a large taxpayer, and was 
elected to the council within two years of his arrival in 
town. Like Mercer, he was the descendent of a prominent 
local family, which secured his status in town,^®
■a q
J7Ages for only eight of the 88 men elected have been 
discovered. The Average age of the eight at the time they 
were first elected was 36.
^°Darjter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p, 109.
TABLE 41
Length of Residence at Time of First Election of Fredericksburg Common Councilmen
1788-1810
Number Elected for Mean Years
Year First Time Resident
1788-1792 7 5
1793-1797 15 7
1798-1802 12 7
1803-1807 16 12
1808-1810 10 8
Total
1788-1810 60 8
Source: Fredericksburg Council Minutes, 1782-1801; Fredericksburg Council
Minutes, 1801-1829; Fredericksburg Land Tax Lists, 1788-1810; 
Fredericksburg Personal Property Tax Lists, 1788-1810.
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Previous experience as a public office holder was not 
a prerequisite for election. Just over one half (47 of 88) 
of the men elected to public office in Fredericksburg 
between 1782 and 1810 had previous experience as local 
officials at the time they were first chosen. Moreover, 
experience for 27 of the 47 involved only service on the 
grand jury. Two others had served only as petit jurors. Of 
the remaining twenty, ten had first-hand knowledge of public 
problems by having been overseers of the streets, and several 
held low level administrative jobs in public service. Prom­
inence and private success rather than careers in public 
service were most often precursors to election to the town 
council.
In a town with a growing population, rapid population
turnover, and quickly changing economy, the council imparted
stability to the community. Fredericksburg never faced the
problems of instability and ineffectiveness in its local
government which plagued Richmond in the same p e r i o d . I n
Fredericksburg the vast majority of men elected to office
served complete terms, as may be seen in table 42 . Few
resigned or refused to serve. In Richmond, on the other
hand, well over half of the men elected between 17 82 and
421794 failed to complete their terms of office. One reason
41See Sheldon, "Richmond, " for a detailed discussion 
of the capital's problems.
4^Ibid., pp. 89-90.
TABLE 42
Record of Completion of Elective Terms of Office,' 
Fredericksburg, 1782-1810
Mayor Recorder Alderman Councilman
Serving Full
Term 27 26 87 170
Leaving Office 
Before Term
Completer 2 4 13 22
Refusing to
Serve 0 0 3 1
Disqualified 0 0 3 1
Reason Term 
Not Completed
Died 1 0  2 1
Resigned 1 2  1 3
Moved 0 0 0 2
Dismissed 0 1 0  1
Promoted 0 1 4  11
Unknown 0 0 0 2
Completing
Unexpired Term 2 2 10 21
Source: Fredericksburg Council Minutes, 1782-1801; Fredericksburg Council
Minutes, 1801-1829.
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for the difference is because terms of office in 
Fredericksburg were for one year, while those in Richmond 
were for three. In Fredericksburg, however, many people 
were elected several times, and 55% of those elected served 
three years or more on the council. This suggests that the 
length of the term was not the only factor in the higher rate 
of completed terms in the Rappahannock town.
People in Fredericksburg had a greater opportunity to 
exercize responsibility and authority in municipal offices 
than did those in Richmond. They were not subject to the 
same amount of state interference in internal affairs, nor 
could they depend on the state to make up deficiencies. In 
Richmond, for example. Directors of Public Buildings 
appointed by the legislature assumed considerable authority 
for laying out and maintaining streets and squares, a 
responsibility left to local authorities in Fredericksburg.43 
An ambitious person could exercize more power in municipal 
government in Fredericksburg than in Richmond.
Continuity, but not rigidity, were characteristic of 
the Fredericksburg Council. The pattern of stability on the 
council is shown by the data in table 43 . From 1782 through 
1810, nearly one half (43) of all elected officials served 
from two to five years. The remaining 45 people were 
almost evenly divided between people chosen for office only
43Ibid., p. 158.
TABLE 43
a. Number of T u n  Served by Man Firat Elected to Fredericksburg 
Coaaeon Council in Various Period*, 1782-1810
Number of Number of Man Firat Elactad
Term*
1782- 1788- 1793- 1798- 1803- 1808
1787 1792 1797 1802 1807 1810
1 5 0 2 5 7 4
2 5 2 2 1 3 4
3 4 1 0 1 3 2
4 2 2 0 2 2 0
5 1 0 2 3 1 0
6 2 0 2 0 0 0
7 3 0 3 0 0 0
8 0 0 2 0 0 0
9 0 0 0 1 0 0
10 0 0 1 0 0 0
11 1 1 0 0 0 0
12 1 0 1 0 0 0
13 2 0 0 0 0 0
14 1 0 0 0 0 0
15-24 0 0 0 0 0 0
25 1 0 0 0 0 0
b. Humber and Percentage of Man with Varying Length* of Council
Service in Different Eras, 1782-1810
Length of Eras
Service
1782- 1788- 1793- 1798- 1803- 1808
1787 1792 1797 1802 1807 1810
1 Year N 5 0 3 5 7 4
« 18 13 38 44 40
2-5 Yrs N 12 5 4 7 9 6
t 43 83 27 54 56 60
Over 5 N 11 1 9 1 0 0
Years « 39 17 60 8
Source: Fredericksburg Council Minute*, 1782-1801; Fredericksburg
Council Minutes, 1801-1829.
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once (23) , and people chosen more than five times (22).
Although the proportion of people elected only once is
higher among officials chosen later in the period under
study, the number of people elected to moderately long
service stays high, too. Understandably, the number of
people with very long service declines. At any one time
there were likely to be several men on the town council with
a number of years experience, giving the body continuity and
stability. At the same time, however, new men and ideas were
never closed out. Recruitment rates show that some new
officials were chosen almost every year, creating a pattern
44
of change within a context of continuity.
The twelve councilmen appointed all other municipal 
officials. The first order of business each year was to 
select aldermen, a recorder, and a mayor from among them­
selves. These officers wielded judicial power as the 
Hustings Court in addition to legislative and administrative 
authority as members of the council. Comparison of table 38 
with table 44 reveals that these officers tended to be 
slightly wealthier than council members as a whole. More 
significant, they also had more experience in public office. 
Fourteen of fifteen mayors had some previous service.
Twelve had at least one year’s service on the council, and 
eight of those had experience in at least two positions on 
council, for example, councilman and alderman. Twenty of
^ See above, table 43 .
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twenty-one recorders had prior experience in public office,
eighteen having served at least one year on the town council.
Finally, 3 0 of 44 aldermen had held public office beforehand,
4524 with council experience.
In choosing the mayor, recorder, and aldermen, the
council sought men accustomed to exercizing authority. In
selecting people for other administrative posts, the council
was less insistent on experience, depending on the level of
the job's responsibility.
At the top of the hierarchy of secondary officers
were officials who oversaw the town's finances, kept its
records, handled legal business, and made recommendations
regarding operation of the poor establishment and maintenance
of the streets. They reported directly to the council. Those
holding these posts were usually from the upper wealth 
46qumtiles, and had governmental experience. The exception 
was the overseers of the streets who were sometimes drawn 
from lower down in the economic scale. Table 45 indicates 
that men holding general supervisory positions often had 
previous experience as councilmen. Professionals had less 
public experience, as a rule, but were qualified by their 
credentials. Those serving as chamberlain, or as an official
^Data about experience are compiled from Court Order 
Books A-F,* Council Minutes, 178 2-1801; Council Minutes, 18 01- 
1829.
^ S e e  table 44.
TABLE 44
Rank, by Quintiles, of Fredericksburg Mayors, Recorders and
Aldermen, 1782-1810
a. Rank on 1790 tax lists of all incumbents, 1782-1792
Poorest 409 Healthiest
0 0 5 60
b. Rank on 1795 tax lists of all incumbents, 1793-1797
2 2 9 21
c. Rank on 1800 tax lists of all incumbents, 1798-1802
3 7 3 19
d. Rank on 1805 tax lists of all incumbents, 1803-1807
0 3 7 22
e. Rank on 1810 tax lists of all incumbents, 1808-1810
0 0 0 6
Source: Fredericksburg Council Minutes, 1782-1801; Fredericksburg
Council Minutes, 1801-1829; Fredericksburg Personal 
Property Tax Lists, 1790, 1795, 1800, 1805, 1810; 
Fredericksburg Land Tax Lists, 1790, 1795, 1800, 1805, 
1810.
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responsible for the poor, almost always had prior experience 
at high levels in town government, more often than not 
including service on the council. To oversee the town's 
primary activities, the council drew administrators from 
among those with leadership experience and thus presumably 
tested ability.
Men in lesser administrative positions with some 
supervisory authority were more often drawn from the middle 
wealth quintiles and had less experience. Although some 
men in these positions had served on the council or in 
higher administrative positions, if a man had previous 
experience it was more likely to have been as constable or 
deputy officer, or in some other position at that level.
At the bottom of the heirarchy were the functionaries, 
the deputies, the constables and watchmen charged with 
patrolling the streets; the keeper of the hog pound; and 
others with no supervisory power. Persons from the bottom 
wealth quintiles often held these positions, and they seldom 
had previous experience in other jobs.
The level at which a person entered town government 
and the position to which he could rise depended on his 
position in the community. The system insured stability by 
reserving positions of authority for men of stature in the 
community and experience in office. It also gave people at 
all levels of society some opportunity to participate.
Once elected, the council was most active in fulfilling 
its responsibility to its constituents. In the area of public
370.
health, for example, besides its policy against hogs 
running at large, its restrictions on burials, and its 
prohibition of throwing dung into the streets, it did not 
hesitate to interfere directly with the economy to control 
infectious diseases. In September 1793, "taking into 
consideration the present Pestilential disorder now pre­
vailing in the City of Philadelphia," the council suspended
all contact by water with the city and posted a guard below
47town to enforce the order. The following year a similar
order interrupted commerce with Baltimore,4® and the guard 
forbade Robert Patton from unloading one of his ships, since
A Q
a crew member had smallpox. In 18 03, a yellow fever
epidemic in Alexandria caused Council to invoke the 
quarantine against that town.5® It also once banned an 
itinerant company of comedians from Fredericksburg, "taking 
into consideration the present sickly season."5^
Although no permanent institutions were established 
to care for the sick, the council did take direct action to 
provide facilities as the need arose. When outbreaks of 
infectious diseases were reported in 1785, Drs. Brooke and 
Gillies volunteered to care for the sick poor and blacks if
^Council Minutes, 1782-1801, pp. 349-350.
48Ibid., p. 368.
49Ibid., p. 370.
50Virginia Herald, Sept. 16, 1803, p.3, c.2.
siCouncil Minutes, 1801-1829, p. 21.
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the town provided a hospital. The authorities responded by
converting the old gunnery for hospital use and paying for
52nurses, medicine, and firewood. Again for a period of 
two years beginning in 1796 the council rented a building as 
a hospital for the poor and appointed Dr. David Ker physician 
to the poor.53 Yet again in 1804 and 1809 the town appointed 
a physician to the poor as a town officer.54
In the area of general welfare the council and Hustings 
Court also established policies which directly affected 
people's daily lives. The court periodically set minimum 
measures and permissible prices for drinks in taverns,55 and 
Council set standards of measure for firewood, hay and fodder. 
To guarantee accurate measures, the town certified the capa­
city of wagons carrying firewood,55 and maintained a standard 
grain measure.57 To enforce regulations the town appointed a
gauger of weights and measures, and from time to time a weigher
5 8of hay, and a measurer of coal and salt. A final series of
5^Council Minutes, 1782-1801, pp. 87-88.
53Ibid., pp. 392-398,
54Council Minutes, 1801-1829, pp. 30, 138.
^5For example, Order Book A, pp. 16, 59.
55Council Minutes, 1782rl801, pp. 16-17.
57Ibid. , p. 212, Maintenance of the grain measwe was
sometimes poor. Council had to borrow Caroline County's 
standard bushel and peck for ten days in 1791 because Fred­
ericksburg's were in such disrepair,
5®Ibid., pp. 175, 197, 215; Council Minutes, 1801-
1829, pp. 69, 76, 104, 124.
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regulations guaranteeing adequate measure and limiting 
excessive price rises involved bread. As flour prices 
fluctuated, Council set standards for the minimum size bread 
loaf bakers could offer for sale, and the prices they might
cq
charge.JJ
The town's general welfare was bound to its commerce, 
and the local administration made efforts to foster commerce, 
both through direct action and offering incentives to private 
individuals. Because of Fredericksburg's importance as a 
market town for country produce, it took direct action in 
building and maintaining a market house. The town itself 
operated the market through a clerk of the market appointed 
by Council. The clerk had broad power to regulate the conduct 
of tradesmen doing business in the market square. He checked 
the weights and measures of all merchants in town, collected 
taxes on various goods for sale, and also inspected goods 
brought to market. He had the authority to condemn any 
"unwholesome" goods. In addition, the clerk was charged with 
keeping order in the market house.
The Fredericksburg council also took direct action to 
protect the town's foreign and coastwise commerce. It built 
and maintained a public wharf and passed regulations 
regarding its use. It paid a harbor master to enforce
S^For example. Council Minutes, 1782-1801, p. 195;
Council Minutes, 1801-1829, p. 6.
6®Council Minutes, 1801-1829, p. 127.
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regulations on shipping. Although it did not follow through,
the council investigated the possibility of dredging the
r i v e r . B y  17 88, that operation of the wharf by the town
was no longer considered desirable, and for a period of
62years the town leased it to private operators.
When the town council wished to have extraordinary
projects undertaken for the benefit of the community, it
offered inducements to private developers. These met with
varying degrees of success. Prizes totalling §50,000 were
the bait to induce townspeople to subscribe to a lottery to
fund paving of the streets in 1804. The council appointed
a committee to plan and conduct the scheme, and approved 
63the plan. Tickets went on sale early in March, but sales 
were so sluggish that the May 1st drawing had to be post­
poned.®^ By July there still were too few sales to justify 
a drawing. Threatening to raise money with a tax if the 
lottery failed, the council recommended that home owners with 
property fronting the street buy enough tickets to pay for 
paving in front of their buildings.®5 Despite the threats
®^Ibid., pp. 32, 52, 63, 70; Virginia Herald, Nov. 25, 
1806, p.3, c.3.
®^Council Minutes, 17 82-1801, pp. 163, 190; Council 
Minutes, 1801-1829, pp. 10, 15, 28.
®^Council Minutes, 1801-1829, pp. 22-25,
^ Virginia Herald, March 9, 1804, p.l, c.3.
65Council Minutes, 1801-1829, pp. 41-42,
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and inducements, however, the streets remained unpaved.
A more successful venture was an effort to develop 
housing on a part of the market house lot in 1796. In 
February, Council voted to offer long-term leases on ten 
prime lots adjacent to the market house to the highest 
bidders. Lessors were required to build houses with at 
least 18 feet of frontage and 28 feet deep. Buildings 
facing the main street were to have two stories, and those 
on cross streets one. Eight men leased the lots, and the 
buildings were constructed.
Early efforts by the town to provide for fire protection 
followed a pattern similar to the plan to provide medical 
assistance. Council first enacted preventive regulations 
to reduce hazards, and when these failed, agreed to provide 
equipment and materials for volunteers. Results were 
disappointing. By 1810 the local government had not developed 
an adequate system of fire protection. Permanently 
established fire departments were rare at the time. 
Fredericksburg's effort in that direction indicates that the 
lack was probably not because towns did not recognize a 
responsibility to meet the need. Rather, Fredericksburg's 
experience suggests that the reason fire departments were 
not more prevalent was the financial inability of public
^Council Minutes, 1782-1801, pp. 381-384,
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bodies to maintain a permanent, full-time fire fighting 
force.
As early as November 1782, Council passed fire pre­
vention regulations. Voluntary compliance was lacking, 
however, and the town had difficulty with enforcement. The 
first attempt to control a fire threat was an order to 
eliminate all wooden chimneys by December 20, 1782. The
order authorized the sergeant to gather a force to remove
67chimneys when owners did not comply. Almost three years
later Council again ordered the sergeant to determine the
number of wooden chimneys in town and prepare a list of
their owners,®® and as late as 1802 the grand jury complained
6 9of "the ruinous state of many chimneys." Another measure 
imposed a 20s fine on anyone burning a fire in a chimney in 
fair or dry weather,7  ^ a restriction the council was still 
trying to enforce in 1807.71
At the time Council first moved against wooden chim­
neys, it affirmed the corporation’s responsibility to provide 
fire fighting equipment and keep it in good repair. It ordered
Thomas Miller to repair the municipal fire engine and buckets,
and required townspeople holding public fire buckets to deliver
67Ibid., p. 38.
68Ibid., p. 105.
®*8Order Book D, pp. 274-275.
7^Council Minutes, 1782-1801, p. 59.
71Council Minutes, 1801-1829, p. 98.
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7 2them to the market house at 3:00 the following Saturday.
Four months later the order had to be repeated, this time
as one of a set of articles establishing a fire company.
Under the terms of the articles, the town bore the cost of
repairing the fire engine, providing a sufficient number
of buckets, fire hooks, and axes, eleven ladders, and 24
bags and baskets. On February 11, 1783, subscribers to the
articles were to elect seven directors of the fire company
who would in turn choose a captain, six other officers, a
clerk, and a treasurer. The company was then to operate
independently of the town administration. The same articles
required residents with buckets from the fire engine to turn
them in to the directors on February 11 or be assessed their 
7value.'
Accounts in the council minutes show that the town 
government took seriously its responsibility to provide 
working equipment. Thomas Miller received E22 for fire 
engine repairs in July, and Edward Simpson £42 for 7 0 
leather buckets in August. In March 17 8 4 Council paid 
Godlove Heiskill another £10.1.6 for 12 hooks, 39 feet of 
chain, and six new axes.^ There appears to have been 
little enthusiasm for enlisting to fight fires, however, for
^Council Minutes, 1782-1801, p. 38. 
7^Ibid., p. 41.
74Ibid., pp. 50, 54. 59.
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no mention of a fire company actually existing appears in
the records until November 1788 and January 1789 when the
rosters of the Vigilant Fire Company and Union Fire Company
were entered.7^
Fredericksburg's inability to raise an adequate fire
fighting force left the town vulnerable to disaster. Its
7 fifirst major fire occurred in 1799, but by far the most 
serious calamity struck on October 19, 1807 when three 
entire blocks of the town and parts of two others were de­
stroyed by flames. The fire started in the home of William 
Stanard and was blown by a strong wind into the town of 
frame structures and foliage dried by drought. Among the 
casualties of the fire were the two public tobacco inspection 
warehouses in town and all the tobacco they contained. A
77bank was also threatened by sparks, but no lives were lost.
The fire equipment, at one time in good repair, had not been 
maintained, nor had the fire companies succeeded in preparing 
a disiplined force. "The incompetency of the engines to 
perform their offices," reported the Virginia Herald, combined 
with the fire's rapid spread destroyed "presence of mind in 
most of those who were laboriously active [and] prevented 
many of the sufferers from saving a great proportion of their
^5Order Book C, pp. 75, 80.
7®Goolrick, Historic Fredericksburg, p, 28,
7^Virginia Herald, Oct. 21, 1807, p.3, c.2.
7 8moveable property," Greater damage was avoided only by
"people of Colour" whom the council voted a monetary reward
for having "been most active in extinguishing the late fires,
and by Edward Cox, whose "outstanding exertions in extinguish
ing the late fire" inspired Council to prepare a medal in his 
7  Qhonor.
Even after this major disaster the town did little more 
than reenact old measures. A meeting of inhabitants at 
William Herndon's tavern on October 27 made a series of 
recommendations which Council adopted. The town appointed 
superintendents for 11 districts in the town to inspect 
chimneys and require dangerous ones to be swept or have their 
fires extinguished. With the consent of any magistrate, the 
superintendents could also pull down at the owner's expense 
chimneys and buildings in bad repair. In a new departure, 
Council undertook to place water barrels throughout the town 
and established premiums to be paid to draymen who first 
delivered them to the scene of a fire. It also appointed one 
more committee to inspect the fire engine then under repair, 
as well as axes and fire hooks. Finally, it ordered all 
citizens to procure ladders, and recommended that they keep
p  Q
kitchen vessels filled with water in case fires broke out. u 
Thereafter Council regularly appointed someone to keep the 
fire engine repaired, the equipment in order, and the water
^Council Minutes, 1801-1829, pp. 97-100.
®^Ibid., pp. 95-100.
379.
81hogsheads filled.
In contrast to its inability to provide effective fire 
protection, the council did establish a paid police system.
From the time the town was incorporated there were two or 
three paid constables reporting to the Hustings Court to help 
keep order. Twice in the 17 80's temporary, unpaid patrols 
were organized to supplement the constables in response to
8 2particular problems, such as a series of burglaries in 1785.
Early in 1786, however, the council decided to hire
8 3permanently a six-man patrol. In 1801 the Hustings Court
reaffirmed the town’s commitment to a permanent, paid force
84and levied a 2% tax on rents to pay the watchmen. In 1805 
the system was expanded to provide two nightly shifts of 
five men each, each man to patrol one of five wards.8  ^ To 
pay for the additional watchmen, the Hustings Court increased 
the rent tax to 2 1/2%.8®
In 1806 the council adjusted the system of watches again. 
Although expanding its numbers, it returned the watch to a
®^For example, see James Beck's appointment, April 22, 
1809, Ibid., p. 125.
^Council Minutes, 1782-1801, pp. 103-104.
83
Ibid., p. 388.
8*0rder Book D, p. 259.
^council Minutes, 1801-1829, p. 44.
®®Order Book E, p. 64.
temporary unpaid status. All white male inhabitants between
18 and 45 were organized into classes of six or seven which
were to be called out in rotation whenever the magistrates
deemed a patrol necessary. Each class when called was to
87patrol the town from 10 P.M. to 4 A.M. At the same time
Aldermen Spooner and Heiskill, and Adam Darby recommended a
further increase in manpower, observing that "there are a
number of inhabitants of Fredericksburg, over the age of
forty-five years, who are blessed with good constitutions,
and possessed of property which they are interested in the
8 8
preservation of," who could serve with the watch.
The Fredericksburg Council's responses to the need for 
police protection must be evaluated in the light of the level 
of illegal activity in the corporation. Judging from 
available measures, that level was never high. The number 
of people presented by the grand jury, given hearings by an 
examining court, or tried at Courts of Oyer and Terminer®® 
was normally one half of one percent or less of the town's 
population. Table 4 6 shows that in only four years did the
87Virginia Herald, Aug. 19, 1805, p.2, c.2-3,
88Ibid.
8®See Table 46 . The Hustings Court convened as an 
examining court to hear preliminary testimony in criminal 
cases. If sufficient evidence was presented for the court to 
conclude the accused might be guilty, the case was referred 
to the District Court for trial. The Hustings Court sat as 
the Court of Oyer and Terminer to try cases involving slaves.
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number rise above 1%, and only once did it approach 3%. The 
number of presentments was usually low, but after 17 95 it 
began to increase over time. The frequency of criminal 
activity by year from table 4 6 is presented in graphic form 
in figure 10. Other sources, such as the rising cost of 
criminal prosecutions reported in chapter 5, corroborate the 
trend. It was clearly this increasing frequency of crime 
that led the council to expand police protection.®®
Some of the criminal activity was all the more dis­
turbing to most citizens because it was spectacular. The 
inflated number of presentments in 17 93, for example, 
resulted from a confrontation between William Crane and a 
sheriff's posse trying to serve him with a civil process.
In the encounter Crane was shot and killed, and the posse of
®®To show the trend in the level of illegal activity 
over time more clearly, I have fitted straight lines to the 
data for 1782 through 1795 and 1795 through 1810 using the 
least squares method. The best line that can be fitted to a 
set of points using this method is the one in which the sum 
of the squares of the differences in actual values of points 
on the vertical axis and the corresponding values on the line 
is the smallest possible. The coefficient of correlation, 
expressed by a number between 1 for perfect positive correla­
tion and -1 for perfect negative correlation, shows how well 
the straight line fits the points. The coefficient of 
correlation of the line fitted to the data for 1782 through 
1795 is 0, suggesting that for the early part of the period 
under study there was little relationship between rising 
crime and passing time. From 1795 on, however, the line 
fitted to the data slopes upward more steeply, and the co­
efficient of correlation is .6, revealing a stronger 
relationship between increased illegal activity and time,
382,
ten was subsequently presented, tried for murder and 
91acquitted. Similar violent incidents reoccurred, Jacob
Styers was accused of beating his wife to death with a
stick,®2 Simon Sexsmith drove his wife and family from
their home and resisted a posse attempting to arrest him for
breach of the peace. One posse member was shot and had to
93have his arm amputated, and Sexsmith himself was wounded.
A series of arson threats, burglaries, and incidents 
of vandalism caused added concern. In separate incidents 
two slaves were convicted of stealing two barrels of gun-
Q A
powder from the powder magazine in 17 97, and a slave of 
Thomas Miller's was hanged for burning a stable in 17 98.®5 
In 1809 the corporation offered a reward for information 
about incendiaries suspected of attempting to burn Philip 
Lipscomb's house in order to create confusion and loot 
other homes.^ Warehouses and stores were repeatedly 
burglarized,®7 and even the theater was broken into and 
vandalized.®8
' " " 't * ■ — - ■ » >   I' ■ 1
®^Order Book C, pp. 188-190; Palmer, et al., eds., Cal- 
endar of Virginia State Papers, VI, 142-144.
Q2Order Book C, p. 303, Styers was acquitted.
®3Order Book F , p. 105; Virginia Herald, Aug, 25, 1810, 
p. 3, c .2,
940rder Book C, pp. 314-315.
®^Ibid,, pp. 233-232,
®6Virginia Herald, Feb, 1, 1809, p.3, c.4,
®7For example, Order Book C, pp. 20, 257-258.
®®Virginia Herald, Feb. 1, 1799, p.3, c.4.
TABLE 46
Nuabar of Parsons Prasantad or Triad for Criminal Offansas 
in Pradarieksburg, 1782-1810
Yaar
# Minor 
Offansas
# Major 
Offansas
Total
Offansas
Total ai 
Populat;
1782 13 0 13 _
1783 0 6 6 -p-
1784 0 1 1 .09
1785 0 2 2 .1
1786 2 1 3
1787 9 2 11 .6
1788 8 1 9 .6
1789 8 2 10 .6
1790 5 0 5 .3
1791 1 0 1 .06
1792 0 4 4 .3
1793 8 10 IB 1.1
1794 0 1 1 .06
1795 6 1 7 .5
1796 8 1 9 .5
1797 4 3 7 .3
1798 1 4 5 .2
1799
1800 7
3
5
3
12
.2
.6
1801 5 2 7 .3
1802
1803 57
0
4
0
61
0.0
2.9
1804 14 2 16 .6
1805 7 5 12 .5
1806 9 4 13 .5
1807 18 10 28 1.0w
1808 3 I 4 .lb
1809 5 5 10 .5
1810 20 8 28 1.1
^Offansas as t of Total Population II, Chaptar 5, Tabla 2C
bBasad on 1807 Popluation
Sourca* rradaricksburg Hustings court Ordar Books A-F.
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Equally troublesome was the concurrent increase in 
petty offenses after 179 5. The peaks in the number of 
presentments after 1795 are almost entirely attributable to 
persistent incidences of petty crime. Unlicensed liquor 
sales, gambling offenses, and citations for keeping a dis­
orderly house account for 52 of the 61 presentments in 1803.^9 
Unlawful gaming again inflated the total number of present­
ments in 1807 and 1810.
Finally in 1810, Council hired a paid police officer, 
who in modern terms served as superintendent of police and 
also assumed the duties of the market clerk, for which purpose 
he was allowed a deputy. The officer’s duties were to enforce 
ordinances, inspect wards for fire safety and see that the 
fire engine was operative and the water hogsheads filled.
He was also to report each month to the overseers of the poor 
the names of people settling in the corporation who were 
likely to become dependent on the overseers. Finally, he was 
required to supervise street repair. Hiring an admini­
strative officer of this sort was a major step toward 
implementing a permanent, more modern municipal administration.
9^Not only was one of these presented for unlawful 
gaming, but for being successful "and winning upwards of 
one hundred and fifty dollars." Order Book E, p. 33.
lOOcouncil Minutes, 1801-1829, pp. 142-143,
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The town council had at last designated an individual with 
specific responsibilities to coordinate all the services for 
which the town accepted corporate responsibility. It also 
established a well defined chain of administrative authority.
In assigning the police officer the responsibility for 
reporting names of new settlers likely to become wards of 
the community to the overseers of the poor, the council 
revealed its growing concern about the cost of maintaining 
the poor, and the association of the growing poverty problem 
with the high rate of migration into town. Between 1782 and 
1810 Fredericksburg made major alterations in the system of 
caring for the poor. The changes show a growing institu­
tionalization of care, and a changing attitude toward the 
poor.
The modifications were made within the context of the 
Virginia poor laws of 1785, 1786, and 1787. In 1785, follow­
ing the abridgement of the powers of vestries, the Virginia 
legislature directed counties to elect overseers of the poor 
for three year terms in districts defined by the county 
courts. The overseers received authority to assess tithables 
"competent sums . . . for the necessary relief and support of 
all such poor, lame, impotent, blind, and other inhabitants 
. . . not able to maintain themselves." The courts on the 
advice of the overseers were to bind out poor orphans as 
apprentices. Finally, "to prevent vagrants and others, not 
betaking themselves to honest occupations, becoming
386.
burthensome to the industrious and useful part of the 
community," overseers were empowered to compel those 
individuals to work as long as they stayed in the 
district.101
In 1786 the legislature allowed overseers of the poor 
to provide workhouses, doctors, and nurses whenever it was 
necessary, and conferred on individual overseers the 
authority to send non-resident poor out of their juris­
diction. It also expanded the overseers' authority to bind 
out as apprentices not just poor orphans, but children whose 
parents the overseers judged "incapable of supporting and 
bringing up in honest courses."102
The amended poor law of 1786 also specified protections 
for poor people. If a person thought himself entitled to 
relief and was refused by the overseers, he was allowed under 
the terms of the law to apply to the court to be placed on 
the poor rolls. Any children apprenticed were guaranteed 
covenants to oblige masters to teach them a particular art, 
business, or trade as well as reading, writing, and, in the 
case of boys, arithmetic. Finally, the law set limits on the
period of indentures, and directed masters to pay apprentices
103£3.10.0 when their service ended,
Again in 1787 the legislature found more inadequacies in 
the poor law, and amended it. For the first time care of
^°^Hening, ed., Statutes, XII, 27-30,
102
xu Ibid., 272-275.
103Ibid., 274-275.
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the poor in corporate towns was specifically provided for.
Any two magistrates were granted authority to return poor 
people to their last place of legal residence. The courts 
themselves received authority to levy a tax to provide for 
support of the poor and maintenance of a poor house, and 
they were also authorized to build workhouses "for the 
reception of the poor, and reformation of vagrants."104
The 1787 law defined vagrants as either gamblers, or 
"able bodied" men without means of support, refusing to take 
"honest employment. "105 an owe<j county overseers of the
poor or town magistrates to apprehend them and commit them 
to the workhouse for up to three months.
The Virginia poor laws were not unusual in distinguish­
ing between the disabled and the idle poor. Nor were they 
unusual in assuming the idle and vagrant could be reformed. 
The noteworthy trend occurred at the local level. In 
Fredericksburg the emphasis in caring for the poor shifted 
from providing for the disabled to contending with the idle. 
The trend coincided with the period of rising costs of 
criminal prosecutions and great population turnover.
That there was leeway for some local interpretation of 
the poor law is obvious from the fact that Fredericksburg 
selected overseers of the poor. While the 1787 law gave
104Ibld., 573-58Q,
105Ibid., 579.
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responsibility for care of the poor in corporate towns to 
the local magistrates, it did not require appointment of 
overseers of the poor. The Fredericksburg Hustings Court, 
however, delegated its authority to George French, Benjamin 
Day, and James Somerville shortly after the 1787 law took 
effect,^-®8 No overseers of the poor are named again in the 
records until the court appointed George French and William 
Lovell in 1793,^*^ Thereafter, with the exception of 1805 
and 18 06 the court appointed two or three overseers each 
year until 1808.108
During the early years of Fredericksburg's corporate 
existence the poor establishment was concerned with 
sustaining the disabled by contracting with private 
individuals for their care, or granting small weekly allow­
ances to the poor.^88 in the case of the able bodied poor, 
the law and the authorities assumed that, given an opportunity 
to learn a trade, a poor child could rise above his poverty. 
The law consequently made provisions for apprenticing such 
children. The Fredericksburg overseers of the poor 
apprenticed such poor children, most of them after 17 93.
The action taken on the five complaints against 
masters recorded in the court records show that the court
106council Minutes, 1782-1801, pp. 185-186,
l°^Order Book C, p. 204,
108Ibid., pp. 246, 272, 296, 326; Order Book D, p. 273.
109order Book C, p. 74; Council Minutes, 1782-1801, pp. 
185-186, 437.
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did protect apprentices' rights. The court ordered one 
apprentice to return to his master. It ordered another
master to furnish "Sufficient Diet, wholesome cloathing and 
Lodging" to his a p p r e n t i c e , a n d  discharged three 
apprentices from obligations to abusive m a s t e r s . T h e  
poor were treated as responsible people who lacked earning 
power and needed assistance. Exceptions to the rule were 
itinerant able bodied poor. Only two instances appear in 
the town records of the Fredericksburg overseers of the 
poor ordering vagrants out of town.H-*
The grand jury's presentment in 1796 of "the many 
vagrants Permitted to Reside within this Corporation owing 
to the bad police kept within the same," however, suggests 
that the problem was g r o w i n g . B y  the beginning of the 
nineteenth century concern about the vagrant poor became 
more acute. People began to associate poverty more and 
more with laziness and crime. Individuals without a trade, 
observed one commentator, were likely to become "the 
miserable slaves of dishonorable idleness or wild intoxication,
^^Order Book B, p. 75.
111Ibid., p. 127.
^•^Ibid., pp. 131, 144; Order Book C, p. 206.
^-l-^council Minutes, 1782-1801, p. 186; Order Book F, p. 
46; Council Minutes, 1801-1829, pp. 32-35.
1-^Order Book C, p. 287.
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entering the dark shades of social life, and collecting on
this side and on that, the scanty gleanings of humble
115cunning or slumbering exertion."
With the increasing criticism of the overseers of the 
poor, the town council took steps to revise the system of 
poor relief. It appointed a committee to "devise a more 
effectual mode of providing for the poor in this 
corporation."11® Although the committee was appointed in 
18 02, concrete action waited for three more years until the 
Hustings Court appointed another committee to ascertain the 
comparative cost of building or renting a poor house, and 
the annual cost of maintaining the h o u s e . W i t h i n  two 
months the corporation had received and accepted the 
committee's report, rented a poor house, and hired a 
steward.118
The establishment of the poor house was the institu­
tionalization of a new attitude toward the poor. It showed 
that while people still thought the poor, given an 
opportunity, could help themselves, they also thought that 
coercion was often necessary to get them to do so. The 
responsible, unfortunate poor were now the exceptions who,
Virginia Herald, Feb. 11, 1803, p.2, c.1-4.
116
Council Minutes, 1801-1829, p. 10.
117Order Book E, p. 64.
118Ibid., pp. 75-77; Quinn, History, p. 172.
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"under special circumstances" were "permitted to receive
partial assistance from the inspectors without going to the 
119poor house," J The court ordered the steward to treat those
committed to the house "with tenderness and humanity, but at
i 2 n
the same time to make them work,"-LiU Charity was no longer
considered aid to the unfortunate, but an inducement to
laziness. The court, therefore, ordered the inspectors of
121the poor house to discourage it. The inspectors responded
with an advertisement informing citizens that provision had 
been made for the poor, and "lest vagrancy and idleness 
should be encouraged by misplaced benevolence," all
1 ? 2applications for charity should be referred to them.
Volunteer efforts did, of course, supplement public 
programs to provide additional services. These met with 
mixed success. One example of a volunteer effort with very 
limited success was an attempt to organize disaster relief 
for the victims of the 1807 fire. Shortly after the fire 
a committee formed to receive contributions, determine how 
to distribute aid effectively, and solicit assistance in 
other communities.^2"* The committee took so long to act that
il90rder Book E, pp. 75-77.
120Ibid.
121Ibid.
122Virginia Herald, April 12, 1805, p.4, c,l.
123
Virginia Herald, Oct. 21, 18 07, p.3, c.2^3.
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four months after it was formed it was accused of hoarding a 
large portion of the contributions rather than distributing 
them to the fire victims.124 within a week of the criticism 
the committee announced plans to distribute funds to those 
who could submit "authenticated estimates of the amount of 
their respective losses."12  ^ By that time, the tobacco 
warehouses were rebuilt and fire-damaged businesses were open 
again.126
A more successful venture was the Fredericksburg 
Charity School. Its success, however, was partially due to 
such heavy public support that it was almost an arm of 
government. The school was incorporated in 1796 and endowed 
by the estate of the Scottish merchant, Archibald McPherson, 
McPherson had willed in 1754 that after his wife's death the 
Fredericksburg Trustees should invest his estate to support
i 9 7
the education of the poor. The Trustees sold McPherson's
real estate in 1773 and invested the proceeds according to his 
wishes.128 The school was not suggested until 1794, but by 
the following year, 62 subscribers had lent support to it.12®
124Ibid., Feb. 12, 1808.
125Ibid. , Feb. 16, 1808, p.3, c.3.
i26ibid., Jan, 1, 1808, p.3, c.3.
12^Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p. 229; Virginia 
Herald, Feb. 11, 1803, p .2, c.1-4,
128Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Rind), Jan 7, 1773, 
p.3, c.3.
12®Virginia Herald, Feb. 11, 1803, p.2, c.1-4.
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The school's trustees petitioned the Fredericksburg council,
successors to the Fredericksburg Trustees, to use the
McPherson funds for the institution,^® and the council
joined in a petition to the general assembly to allow the
funds to be transferred and to incorporate the school. ^ l
Under the terms of the act of incorporation, a board of six
school trustees, the mayor, and the recorder administered
the McPherson trust, which Council formally relinquished in 
1 T91797. Additional land from the Fredericksburg Academy
supplemented the Charity School's endowment in 1799 and 
1800.133
The Charity School, endowed with money granted by the 
town, and partially supervised by public officials, was a 
quasi-public institution which supplemented the municipal 
poor relief system. In addition to the incumbent mayor and 
recorder who automatically sat on the school's board, other 
members of the board often had experience in public office. 
Table 4 7 shows that of 21 Charity School trustees first 
chosen to serve between 1797 and 1802, 38% also served as 
aldermen in the same period. Five, or 24% of the trustees 
in the period also served as overseers of the poor. The 
overlapping of town and Charity School leadership was less
13®Council Minutes, 1782-1801, p. 393.
131yirginia Herald, Feb. 11, 1803, p.2, c.1-4.
•^•^ Ibid.; Council Minutes, 1782-1801, pp. 403, 405. 
133yjrginia Herald, Feb. 11, 1803, p.2, c.1-4.
TABLE 47
Charity School Trustees and Officers Bolding Public Office in Fredericksburg
1797-1810 u S
• H OO C -O H • \  O." p e g, , so o s
H  B  S  <M . X  >.*1 tit, - H U H  H HS 3 h  o -* h es k ss sosJ fi -h 'H s e e u -* s e • >i so H M G y M o 3 c Go MJ2 « -H H *1 mo,
o o s e m b  > a o o f i . s 4 J« b h b  m>> o v a s3 c h ♦> tr a d  g 3 3cs s h  s s o ** o s ** o o o o  pje
*  x  o  t » o  t> u  «< o  in o a  u  ** u  O H
1797-1800
Trustee of the 
Charity School
b. 1803-1807
Trustee of the 
Charity School
Secretary of the 
Charity School
Manager, Female 
Charity School
Treasurer, Female 
Charity School
1808-1810
Trustee of the 
Charity School
Source: Virginia Herald: Fredericksburg Council Minutes, 1782-1810; Fredericksburg Council
Minutes, iftoi-1820.
395.
pronounced in the period between 18 03 and 18 07 when 12 new 
trustees were chosen. Between 1808 and 1810, however, 28% 
of the 18 newly-chosen trustees also served as super­
intendents of the poor house. The most prominent citizen to 
serve both the town and the school was Benjamin Day, whose
epitaph credits him with being a founder of the school and
134its principal manager until his death in 1824.
Leadership of both the Charity School, and the Female
13 5Charity School, founded in 18 02, was drawn from among 
Fredericksburg's elite. The vast majority of trustees and 
officers of both institutions, as reported in Table 48 were 
from among the top 20% of taxpayers. Only about 15% of 
known subscribers to the Charity School between 18 03 and 
18 07 were from the bottom 4 0% of taxpayers.
The object of both institutions was, in part, to keep 
people off the poor rolls in the future and provide tax 
relief. Charity School advocates contended that by attending 
the school a child was "delivered from those vices and tempta­
tions which would sometimes assail him under the paternal 
13 6
roof." He would be "cloathed, educated, fed; brought up
in the habits of religion and virtue; and at their maturity, 
placed in situations that lead to respectability and
l^Headstone, Benjamin Day, Masonic Cemetery, Fredericks­
burg, Virginia.
TOC
Virginia Herald, March 2, 1803, p.2, c.2.
I36Ibid., Feb. 11, 1803, p.2, c.1-4.
TABLE 4 8
Wealth, in Quintiles of Charity School Officers and
Subscribers, 1798-1810
a. Rank of Subscribers, 1798-1802 on 1800 tax lists
Poorest 40% Wealthiest
Trustee of the
Charity School 0 0 0 5
Secretary of the
Charity School 0 1 0  0
b. Rank of Subscribers & Officers, 1803-1807 on 1805 
tax lists
Trustee of the
Charity School 0 1 0  10
Secretary of the
Charity School 0 0 2 0
Charity School
Subscribers 3 7 22 33
Manager, Female
Charity School 0 0 3 3
Treasurer, Female
Charity School 0 0 1 0
c. Rank of Subscribers & Officers, 1808-1810 on 1810 
tax lists
Trustee of the
Charity School 0 2 2 8
Secretary of the
Charity School 0 0 2 0
Source: Virginia Herald; Fredericksburg Personal Property
Tax Lists, 1800, 18 05, 1810; Fredericksburg Land 
Tax Lists, 1800, 1805, 1810,
137happiness," all at a cost that was "trifling.” Similarly,
the Female Charity School's founders formed the institution
to "raise a most helpless and oppressed class of females
from the wretched, degraded and perhaps vicious walks of
life, to a comparatively eligible and respectable standing in
society.”138 Details of how the goal was to be reached are
available only for the Charity School. Students were admitted
"very young," and stayed until they were fourteen. Charity
pupils were either boarders, from families too poor to
maintain a child, who were totally supported by the school,
or proteges, who received clothing and instruction. The
school’s promoters argued that in addition to a child's
benefitting by being removed from bad influences, poor
families were relieved of the expense of supporting a child.
While he was at the school, the child learned reading,
139spelling, writing and arithmetic. The public assumed the
responsibility of placing him in a job when he turned four­
teen. At that time, the overseers of the poor bound him out 
as an apprentice.*40 Between March 1796 and November 1802,
36 students were taken in, thirteen were apprenticed, and
^•^Ibid. , Jan. 26, 1808, p.3, c.2.
^•^Ibid. , Nov. 11, 1805, p.3, c.2-3.
1 TQ
Ibid., Feb. 11, 1803, p.2, c.1-4.
140Ibid.; Order Book C, p. 335.
398.
unspecified numbers left town with their mothers, "met
misfortune," or remained enrolled. Students receiving full
support never numbered more than five at a time.^1
The Charity School was a source of a small number of
well-trained apprentices for local businesses. One writer
was eloquent about its potential for contributing to American
economic independence, advising Charity School trustees to
Bind your Boys to American Manufacturers, and not 
to sellers of British Manufactories; and they will 
become manufacturers themselves, and not shop 
keepers, but useful citizens in times of peace, 
and valuable soldiers in times of war.142
The trustees did, in fact, follow such a policy. From 1796
to 1802 they apprenticed ten boys to mechanics, one to a
druggist, and only two to merchants. I43 The school's real
significance, however, was different. Because of the nature
of control exercized by public officials, the source of its
endowment, and the nature of the support it generated, the
school was much like a public agency. As such, it represented
the first small step taken toward accepting communal
responsibility for providing basic education.
The municipal government in Fredericksburg in the late 
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries was not the
141Virginia Herald, Feb. 11, 1803, p.2, c.1-4.
142Ibid., July 9, 1803, p.3, c.2.
143Ibid., Feb. 11, 1803, p.2, c.1-4.
insignificant, laissez faire body assumed to be typical of 
American local governments of the period. Nor was it simply 
"reactive, responsive to the overtures of private citizens 
but not active itself in assuming the initiative. "I44 
Shunning a passive role for municipal government, the town's 
elected officials confronted problems facing a growing town 
with a changing economy and population actively, and often 
creatively. Officials assumed initiative in responding to 
rising criminal activity in town, and in protecting public 
health. They worked with private citizens to improve fire 
protection and to solve the problem of an increasingly ex­
pensive poor relief system. The trend was toward ever 
increasing public responsibility. The municipal government 
directly influenced the lives of townspeople. By 1810 it 
was well on the way to working out systems by which municipal 
authorities could provide basic services to citizens.
144Sheldon, "Richmond,” p. 201.
CONCLUSION
Fredericksburg's citizens entered the early national 
period with aspirations for the town's growth in size, 
wealth, and influence. The town was benefitting from an 
increasingly lucrative grain export trade and was 
attracting artisans from other areas. Raw materials for 
iron manufacturing existed nearby, and the town had served 
as an important manufacturing center during the Revolution. 
Craftsmen in town produced a variety of luxury goods, while 
a number of manufacturing enterprises turned out consumer 
goods for the local market. The potential for continued 
growth seemed great. Fredericksburg, however, was becoming 
incorporated into the framework of a national American 
economy. As this economy developed, the town remained on 
the periphery rather than at the center of major marketing 
and commercial decisions. New York, Philadelphia and 
Baltimore capital replaced British, and these major American
400.
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ports benefitted the most from the profits of Fredericksburg's 
increasing trade.
In the hierarchy of towns Fredericksburg became a 
collection, distribution, and processing center between the 
towns beyond the Fall Line and the ocean ports. While it 
never became a major manufacturing center, in the early 
national period it was still a better developed town serving 
a wider variety of functions that it had in the colonial 
period. The Virginia legislature recognized the town's 
importance as a regional center when it established a state 
district court there in 1788 and a circuit court seat there 
in 1809. As a judicial center the town served an area wider 
than its immediate political boundaries. It also served as 
a regional cultural center, providing at least some amenities 
for visitors, travellers, and clients of the court as well as 
residents. It sustained a lending library and theater, and 
attracted numerous travelling shows and exhibitions. Several 
dancing and music instructors taught there, and at least one 
portrait painter had his studio in town. Much more than 
before independence, Fredericksburg served other than an 
economic function.
Politically the town showed signs of becoming integrated 
into a national political system. National rather than local 
issues influenced voter turnout and participation in special 
meetings, although local issues were still important. With 
problems of crime, poverty, and public safety, elected 
leaders were active in seeking solutions. By 1810 the town
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was well advanced in the modernization process, assuming 
public responsibility for police and fire protection and 
education instead of relying entirely on volunteerism,
Fredericksburg's development was shaped to a consider­
able extent by the town's changing export economy. The 
Staple theory of economic growth recognizes that factors 
of production can come to an area in response to high 
returns offered by a staple export. As technology reduces 
unit costs, or demand increases the rate of return, growth 
results. Activities which exist to support the staple 
economy may expand to the point that they begin to produce 
export staples, at which point a region 1 takes off" into 
self-sustained growth.1 Of course, if export staples 
decline because of lower demand, increased costs of land, 
labor or transportation, or exhaustion of a resource, 
factors of production may also migrate out of a region to 
one in which they can be more profitably employed.^
As long as the volume of grain exports from 
Fredericksburg and the level of profits were high, capital
1Brian J, L. Berry and Frank E, Horton, Geographic 
Perspectives on Urban Systems (Englewood Cliffs, N,J.: 
Prentice-Hall, 1970), pp. 96-97,
2
Douglass C, North, "Location Theory and Regional Econ­
omic Growth," in Regional Development and Planning; A Reader, 
ed. by John Friedman and William Alonzo (Cambridge, Mass.; 
M.I.T, Press, 1964), p. 251,
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and labor moved into town, increasing population and the 
level of manufacturing activity. As large areas of the 
west which could grow more grain than Fredericksburg's 
immediate hinterland were brought into production, however, 
Fredericksburg suffered. The new regions could be tapped 
less expensively by cities and towns to the north. Con­
sequently they attracted the capital and labor which might 
otherwise have come to, or remained in Fredericksburg, and 
the Rappahannock town stagnated.
By 1810 it might already have begun to appear to some 
townspeople that northern cities would benefit disproportion­
ately from the emerging national economic system. The 
feeling of being on the periphery and not influencing major 
decisions contributed by mid-century to southerners 
questioning the wisdom of continuing in the union. Fredericks­
burg's experience, which was similar to that of other southern 
towns in the same period, helps explain how that sentiment 
could take root in southern urban places as well as rural 
areas.
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Several histories of Fredericksburg have already been 
published. These include S. J. Quinn's, The History of the 
City of Fredericksburg, Virginia (Richmond: Hermitage Press, 
1908), commissioned by the city council, John T. Goolrick's 
Historic Fredericksburg: The Story of an Old Town (Richmond: 
Whittet and Shepperson, 1922), and Alvin to Embrey's History 
of Fredericksburg, Virginia (Richmond: Old Dominion Press, 
1937), published by the Citizen's Guild. All share the 
common purpose of glorifying Fredericksburg and its prominent 
citizens, especially their contributions to the American 
Revolution and the Civil War, Although Oscar H, Darter's 
Colonial Fredericksburg and Neighborhood in Perspective (New 
York: Twayne Publishers, 1957) is similar to the earlier 
works in many ways, it does seek to put Fredericksburg into 
the context of American colonial history as a whole, Da,rter's 
study, originally done as an Ed. D, thesis in 1948, emphasises
4 04.
Fredericksburg's role as a transportation and communication 
center, and compares its commercial and cultural functions 
with towns in other colonies. Darter's work drew on sources 
the earlier histories neglected such as colonial customs 
records. He often used these sources simply for illustrative 
material to show the variety of places with which Fredericks­
burg had trade contacts or the number of products exported 
from and imported to the town. He did not attempt to 
quantify any of the material and use it to show changes over 
time. A more recent work, Thomas F. Armstrong's "Urban 
Vision in Virginia: A Comparative Study of Ante-Bellum 
Fredericksburg, Lynchburg, and Staunton" (Ph. D. dissertation. 
University of Virginia, 197 5), attempts to understand 
Fredericksburg's development before the Civil War in terms of 
social science models and to evaluate the factors which 
caused three Virginia towns to evolve differently. Armstrong 
is primarily concerned with the period after the war of 1812. 
He makes reference to the existence of a large body of 
Fredericksburg personal property tax and land tax records in 
an appendix, but does not use these rich sources in developing 
his thesis.
The customs records cited by Darter (Great Britain, 
Public Record Office MSS, Colonial Office; Naval Officer 
Returns, Port Rappahannock, 1727-1775, Class 5; and Great 
Britain, Public Record Office MSS, Treasury, Naval Officer 
Returns, Class 1) have proven to be valuable resources for 
the early part of this dissertation. These records are
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available at the Colonial Williamsburg Research Library on 
microfilm. Much of the social and economic analysis in the 
latter part of the dissertation has been based on a computer 
file built around the Fredericksburg Personal Property Tax 
Books, 1787-1810, and the Fredericksburg Land Tax Books, 
1788-1810, in the Virginia State Library, Richmond.
The Naval Officer Returns contain tabulations of 
imports and exports for the period, listing individual 
vessel's cargoes in considerable detail. They also identify 
the owners, home ports, type, tonnage, destination or origin 
of each vessel. I have used the records to construct a pic­
ture of Rappahannock River region exports which is fairly 
complete. Returns for 1729-1730; 1732-1733; 1734-1735; 1747- 
1748; 1748-1749; 1753-1754; 1770-1771; and 1772-1773 are 
missing. Returns for only six months exist for 1728-1729; 
1756-1757; 1757-1758; 1759-1760; 1767-1768; 1769-1770; 1773- 
1774; and 1774-1775. Despite the gaps the records are suffi­
cient to identify trends. Another difficulty in using the re­
cords is that they do not always report cargoes using standard 
measures. The quantity of tobacco exported is usually 
specified in hogsheads, which varied in weight. To com­
plicate matters, the size of tobacco exports is sometimes 
also reported in barrels and pounds. Similarly, wheat 
exports are usually measured in bushels, but at times hogs­
heads, barrels, and pounds are also used as units of measure­
ment, Bread and flour exports are also included in the wheat
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export totals at times, too. While all of this makes pre­
cise measurements of exports impossible, the records are at 
least good enough to show changes in the relative importance 
of various exports. If anything, the level of tobacco 
exports at the end of the period may be underestimated 
because of a tendency for hogshead sizes to increase 
slightly.
The Personal Property Tax Books exist for every year 
from 1787 through 1810 except for 1808 when, because of the 
Embargo, no taxes were levied. Each list names the person 
charged with the tax, the number of tithables and the amount 
of personal property for which the person was taxed. Using 
the lists it is possible to determine the number of slaves 
a person owned or hired, the livestock he owned, and the 
number of vehicles he had. The lists also give some informa­
tion about occupations. Many also have lists of merchants 
licenses issued appended to them, making identification of 
local retailers easy. In addition, the 1787 tax list 
identifies all the adult males for whom a person paid the 
tithable tax. The lists are a valuable source of information 
about wealth distribution, size of the population, mobility, 
and opportunity, but they must be used with caution. Since 
white women were not tithables, the tax lists omit many 
women who were heads of families. They cannot be used to 
assess opportunities for women or even the number of women in 
the population. Some undercounting of free black people in 
the early years is also indicated. Further caution is
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needed when using the lists to determine wealth distributions. 
Anyone owning taxable property outside the town limits who 
did not have taxable property in town appears as one of the 
town poor on the basis of the tax lists. In addition, the
tax structure is a source of distortion. Billiard tables
were taxed at a very high rate, so their owners appear as 
some of the wealthiest people in town. In fact, most of the 
pool tables were owned by tavern keepers who were not nec­
essarily the wealthiest members of the community. I have 
calculated taxes paid exclusive of the tax on billard tables 
and used those figures in determining wealth distributions.
The Land Tax Books supplement the Personal Property 
Tax Books in determining wealth. Books exist for each year 
from 1788 through 1810, although, as with the Personal Prop­
erty books, none was ever made for 18 08. Each list iden­
tifies the owner of a piece of property, the location of the
property, the assessed valuation, and total rent paid. In 
addition, the books identify those people living in their own 
homes and tenants in rented homes. This information made 
possible the identification of absentee owners as well as 
tenants. The land tax books often identify black tenants 
simply as "free Negroes" or "free Negro tenants of . . . ." 
They, therefore, undercount the total number of tenants.
To identify instances of undercounting on the tax lists, 
and to correct some of them, I have compared the tax lists 
with the United States Census records. The comparison has 
also suggested some inaccuracies in the census. The 1790 and
1810 censuses report Fredericksburg as a separate district.
The population figures are recorded in: U. S. Bureau of the
Census, Heads of Families at the First Census of the United 
States taken in the Year 1790; Virginia (Washington: Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1908); and U. S. Bureau of the Census, 
Population Schedules of the Third Census of the United States, 
1810, Fredericksburg, National Archives and Record Service 
microfilm roll 71, Virginia. For 1800, only aggregate fig­
ures for Spotsylvania County were reported. They are to be 
found in U. S. Bureau of the Census, Second Census of the 
United States (Washington: Duane Printer, 18 01). Spotsylvania 
County figures from the 1810 census, used for comparison, are 
recorded in U. S. Census Office, Aggregate Amount of Each 
Description of Persons Within the District of Virginia (n .p .; 
n.d.), a copy of which is in the Virginia State Library, 
Library Division.
One of the problems in developing an argument about 
social and economic changes in Fredericksburg in a period 
interrupted by the Revolution is that the nature of the 
records from the pre-Revolutionary is different from those 
in the post-Revolutionary period. The best and most com­
plete export records are from the colonial era, while the 
most easily accessible recordsf about population and social 
change are from the early national period, The disruption 
caused by the Revolutionary war and the establishment of a 
new state government resulted in fragmented records for the 
war years themselves. It has been easier to piece together
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information about post-Revolutionary economic development than 
about population, social change, and mobility before and 
during the Revolution.
A variety of sources do shed some light on 
Fredericksburg's history before independence. The Virginia 
Gazette (Williamsburg: various publishers), 1738-1783 contains 
some information about lots for sale, a few instances of 
criminal activity, and for the period immediately before the 
Revolution, about the flight of Loyalist merchants. I have 
used the photostat edition, Boston: Massachusetts Historical 
Society, 1925, and have searched the papers with the aid of 
Lester J. Cappon's and Stella F. Duff's Virginia Gazette Index, 
2 vols. (Williamsburg: Institute of Early American History and 
Culture, 1950). The Charles Yates Letterbook, 1773-1783, in 
the University of Virginia Library, Charlottesville, and the 
William Wiatt Papers, 1747-1785 in the Earle Gregg Swem 
Library, College of William and Mary, Williamsburg contain a 
wealth of information about merchant practices, trade contacts, 
the relationship of planters and merchants, and attitudes 
about the approach of the Revolution. The Holladay Family 
Papers, 1728-1931, and the Holladay Family Papers, 1753-1961, 
in the Virginia Historical Society, Richmond, contain accounts 
of the inspector of the Fredericksburg public tobacco warehouse 
with the Treasurer of Virginia from 1762-177 5, These show the 
volume of tobacco inspected and exported each year from the 
warehouse and afford an opportunity to compare the pre-war and 
post-war tobacco trade. For some information on trade regions
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and migration from the Fredericksburg vicinity before the 
Revolution, the American Loyalist Claims records in the Public 
Record Office, available on microfilm at the Colonial 
Williamsburg Research Library contain some information.
Treasury class 79 contains accounts and letters pertaining to 
claims, copies of Treasury minutes, and reports of special 
agents appointed between 1784 and 1803 to investigate claims 
and report on debtors. Auditor's Office classes 12 and 13 
contain tabulations of information about claims, accounts of 
debts, and other papers relating to claims. Many of the 
reports specify where individuals in debt to Fredericksburg 
merchants lived at the time the debt was contracted and give 
details about the debtor's activities during and after the 
Revolution. The letters in the collection, and testimony 
of Loyalists before various boards also reveal a great deal 
about the treatment of British merchants in Fredericksburg 
as the Revolution approached and about their activities during 
the war.
For information about government activities in 
Fredericksburg during the Revolution, the various groups of 
State Agent's papers in the Vriginia State Library, Richmond, 
are a rich source. The Loose Papers of the State Agent, 1775- 
1795, include Correspondence of Willian Aylett, 1775-1777; 
Correspondence of Thomas Smith, Jan, 1778^May 1779; and 
Correspondence of Van Bibber and Harrison, 1777-1795 , In the 
Records of the State Agent, Williamsburg, are two letterbooks 
of Thomas Smith, one covering the period Dec. 26, 1777- Nov.
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7, 1778, and the second covering the period from Nov. 10, 
1778-May 8, 1779, These contain letters to and from agents 
in Williamsburg to subordinates in Fredericksburg like 
Charles Yates, Daniel Payne, and Benjamin Day, The 
correspondence offers insight into the frustrations these men 
faced in the Rappahannock area trying to procure the tobacco 
and other supplies the state needed to keep an army in the 
field. Additional information on the evolution of state 
policy on procuring supplies and how the policies related to 
Fredericksburg is found in the Virginia Board of Trade Minute 
Book, 1779-178 0, Auditor's Item 13, and the State Board of 
Trade Loose Papers, 1779-1780, Auditor's Item 164 in the 
Virginia State Library. Another body of Virginia Board of 
Trade Papers in the Brock Collection, Huntington Library, San 
Marino, California, consulted on microfilm at Colonial 
Williamsburg Research Library, shows the relationship of the 
state to certain merchants in the Fredericksburg area.
Sources illustrating the operation of the public store 
and quartermaster at Fredericksburg are more limited. A 
small body of Richard Young Papers, 1767, 1777-1782, 1787, at 
the Virginia State Library is helpful in understanding the 
role of the Assistant Deputy Quartermaster General at 
Fredericksburg.
The discussion of the business and investment activities 
of private individuals in Fredericksburg during the Revolution 
relied heavily on the Charles Yates Letterbook. Some stat-
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istical information is to be found in the Virginia Treasurer's 
Office Journals of Receipts for January 1777-April 1779, April 
177 9-March 178 0, and March 178 0-April 1782, all in the 
Virginia State Library. These, and the Register‘of Loan 
Office Certificates, Auditor's Item 45 in the State Library 
contain listings of the people who responded to several state 
plans to borrow money from citizens. The Executive Department 
Papers, Governor's Office, Letters Received group in the 
State Library contains correspondence about David Ross' plan 
at the end of the war to raise a fund to pay the state's 
soldiers, which names individuals in Fredericksburg associated 
with the plan.
Because Fredericksburg became a separate jurisdiction 
that maintain its own records after the war, and because 
increased population made the town more sophisticated, better 
records about the town and vicinity exist for the post-Rev- 
olutionary era. The collection of legislative petitions in 
the Virginia State Library is valuable in tracing the de­
velopment of sentiment for creating a separate political 
jurisdiction in Fredericksburg. The petitions also contain 
some impressionistic information about population and 
commerce in the town after the Revolution. Petitions per­
tinent to Fredericksburg are found in: Legislative Petitions, 
Fredericksburg; Legislative Petitions, Spotsylvania County, 
1776-1817; Legislative Petitions, Culpeper County, 1797-1809; 
Legislative Petitions, Stafford County, 1776-1806; Oversize 
Box 12; and Oversize Box 14. Town records which have been
most useful are Council Minute Book, 1782-1801; Council 
Minute Book, 1801-1829; and six Hustings Court Order Books 
covering the period 1782-1811, all of which are in the 
Fredericksburg City Clerk's office, Fredericksburg, 
available on microfilm at the Virginia State Library, There 
are no separate records of the overseers of the poor or 
overseers of the streets, or any other municipal authorities. 
Each year, however, the council reviewed the accounts of the 
various officers responsible for town administration, and 
these accounts are often copied in the minutes. The 
deliberations about issues facing the town are mentioned, 
although not usually reported in detail. The results of local 
elections and the vote tallies are recorded in the minutes, 
and appointments of town officers are also noted. The 
Hustings Court Order Books also record many of the accounts 
of the officers responsible to the court. They also contain 
the names and reports of people who served on the grand 
juries, reports of Courts of Oyer and Terminer, and of 
hearings. Since the court was responsible for poor orphans, 
the orders to the overseers of the poor to bind out children 
as apprentices also appear in the books. The Hustings Court 
Will Book A, 1782-1817, in the City Clerk's Office, and also 
on microfilm at the State Library was a rather disappointing 
source. Relatively few wills for the period under study are 
recorded, so the book was not used in determining wealth 
distributions. It did serve, however, to identify dates of 
death for a number of people in the town, and provide
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information about occupations and material about family 
relationships. Records of commissioners appointed to value 
estates of mentally or physically incapacitated people are 
recorded on several occasions, so the book sheds some 
additional light on the way the town cared for dependent 
individuals.
To make use of the data from these municipal records, 
and from the personal property and land tax records, I have 
constructed a computerized file of some 1700 people whose 
names appeared on the tax lists from 178 6 through 1810. The 
file contains the person's name, sex, race, and, when known, 
occupation. It also records whether a person was a resident 
owner, absentee, or tenant, where he was born, what offices 
or business positions he held, when he died or migrated, what 
crimes he was indicted for, how much tax he paid, and on what 
property. Other information about whether a person was ever 
apprenticed, had his goods attached, or was warned out of 
town is also recorded. I have used the Statistical Analysis 
System as described in SAS User's Guide, 1979 Edition 
{Raleigh, N, C.: SAS Institute, Inc., 1979) to analyze this 
data. The packaged program makes it possible to draw con*- 
clusions about mobility and opportunity, changes in the level 
of wealth, and office holding patterns.
Several other sources have yielded pieces of informa­
tion about occupations, dates of death, or countries of 
origin which have been incorporated into the computer file. 
These sources included the Virginia Herald and Fredericksburg
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Advertiser, 1788-1810 available on microfilm at the Mary 
Washington College Library, Fredericksburg. There are a 
number of gaps in the run of newspapers. Most of the copies 
before June 1788 are missing, as are copies from the end of 
December 17 91 through early February 1798. November and 
December 1798 editions, those from November 18 00 through 
February 1802, and the first three months of 1806 are also 
missing. Headstones in the Masonic Cemetery and in the St. 
George's Parish Church Cemetery, Fredericksburg, have also 
provided pieces of information for the computer file. The 
George Weedon Account Book, 1784-1706, was also a helpful 
source in identifying occupations of several town artisans.
Although the creation of local government in Fredericks­
burg led to the generation of better records about population, 
wealth, and illegal activity, the reorganization of trade at 
the same time meant that export statistics for the 
Rappahannock River region are not as good for the post- 
Revolutionary period. For a brief time the state of Virginia 
kept excellent records of tobacco exports from the area. 
Fragmentary Returns of Total Exports of Tobacco from the 
District of Rappahannock River for 1789, 1790, and 1792 
survive in the Virginia State Library in Port Officers' 
Records, 1782-1789, Auditor's Item 224, The returns list the 
date of a particular shipment, the number of hogsheads 
exported, the warehouse from which they came, the name of the 
vessel in which they were shipped, their destination, and the 
name of the merchant exporting them. The quality of the 
information in the records is so good that it is extremely
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disappointing that so few of the records remain. Other 
public records which indicate the trends in the tobacco trade 
are listings of the amount of tobacco inspected at the public 
warehouses in Fredericksburg and Falmouth, These are 
available for the entire period from 1782 through 1810 by 
piecing together data from three different sources in the 
Virginia State Library: Tobacco Inspector's Ledger, 1795-
1812, 1783-1818, Auditor's Item 30; Statistics of Tobacco 
Exported, Auditor's Item 49; and Inspectors of Tobacco and 
Flour Papers, 178 5-1865, Auditor's Item 210. The only other 
quasi-public record of post-war trade statistics is the 
Virginia Herald. In 1809 and 1810 the paper published a 
monthly tabulation of produce exported from town, and in 
1806, 1809, and 1810 it included tabulations of ship 
arrivals and departures from the port.
Private papers have been useful in corroborating the 
sparce public records and filling in gaps in them. The 
Hunter-Garnett Family Papers, 1704-194 0, Maury Mss at the 
University of Virginia Library contain correspondence and 
business records relating to James Maury's career in England. 
The correspondence from Virginia to Maury provides some 
information about attitudes toward trade, the reorientation 
of commerce, and the Federal Constitution. The Grinnan Family 
Papers 1749^-1899, at the University of Virginia Library 
include records of the Fredericksburg flour exporters Murray, 
Grinnan, and Mundell, There are no account books in the 
collection, but bills of sale exist in sufficient quantity to
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make it possible to reconstruct a table showing the firm's 
flour exports from Fredericksburg between 18112 and 1810, 
Correspondence of the firm with business associates in 
Norfolk is also enlightening, as it helps explain reasons 
for fluctuations in the volume of exports, and the problems 
the town faced in marketing its flour. Other correspondence 
and receipts have been useful in explaining the relationship 
of Fredericksburg merchants with grain suppliers in the back 
country. The Jonathan Harris Letterbook, November 25, 17 91- 
May 12, 17 94, Library of Congress accession ac 8 56, is another 
important source for information on the late eighteenth-cen­
tury flour and grain trade from Fredericksburg. Harris' 
correspondence discusses the southern European markets for 
Rappahannock River grain in some detail, and also identifies 
some town merchants who shifted from tobacco to grain 
exporting.
Other smaller sources of information about post-war 
trade are the Diary of Robert Wellford, June 3,-October 14,
1801, Wellford Family Papers, 1794-1940, Virginia Historical 
Society, Richmond: The Andrew Clow and Company Records, 1785- 
1831, University of Virginia Library, Charlottesville; the 
Grinnan Papers, Virginia Historical Society, Richmond; the 
Commonplace book of Mary Anne Fauntleroy CMortimer). Randolph, 
Minor Family Papers, 1657-1942, Virginia Historical Society; 
and the Wormeley Family Papers, 17 91-1952, Virginia 
Historical Society, The Wellford Diary contains some dis­
cussion by a gentleman farmer of his grain farm and the
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methods he used to improve his production. The Clow Papers, 
from a Philadelphia merchant trading with Fredericksburg, are 
indicative of the development of coastal trade after the 
Revolution and of Fredericksburg's role in the trade. The 
Mary Anne Fauntleroy Randolph Commonplace book is kept in the 
letterbook, 1786-1789, of Charles Mortimer, which contains 
correspondence between Mortimer and his son John, apprenticed 
to a Philadelphia merchant. The correspondence also reveals 
the growing trade connections between Philadelphia and 
Fredericksburg. Both the Grinnan Papers and Wormeley Papers 
contain correspondence of Fredericksburg merchants which shows 
how business was practiced in the grain trade,
A large number of secondary and printed sources have 
been very helpful in supplementing the primary sources, and 
in helping to organize and interpret them. These sources 
are listed below.
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